SPECIAL MEETING
ANNOUNCEMENT
Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium

LACCD Van de Kamp Innovation Center
2930 Fletcher Drive and San Fernando Road, Los Angeles CA 90065
October 23, 2019  9:00 a. m. to 12:00 p.m.
LARAEC Special Board Meeting
Agenda
1. Call to Order
1.1 Pledge of Allegiance
1.2 Approval of the agenda

Emilio Urioste

2. Public Comment

Emilio Urioste

3. Information/Discussion Items
3.1 State Audit Response
3.2 LARAEC Funding Formula Development
3.3 Timeline and Consortium Impact

Lanzi Asturias
LARAEC Office Team

4 Public Comment

Emilio Urioste

5 Board Member Reports

Executive Board Members

Announcements:
Next Board Meeting: Friday, November 15, 2019

Emilio Urioste

Adjourn

Emilio Urioste

Please note that the LARAEC Executive Board may consider at this meeting any item referred from a Board Meeting five calendar
days prior to this meeting (Education Code 54954.2(b)(3)). The LARAEC Executive Board may also refer any item on the agenda for
the consideration of a committee or meeting of the LARAEC Executive Board. Requests for disability related modifications or
reasonable accommodations shall be made 24 hours prior to the meeting to Teresa Plaza by calling (213) 241-3150. Requests for
translation should be made at least 48 hours in advance by calling Teresa Plaza at (213) 241-3150. Individuals wishing to speak at a
Board meeting must sign up at the meeting. There will be no sign ups in advance of the meeting. Speakers must sign up prior to the
public comment section of the agenda. Speakers should plan to arrive early. Materials related to an item on this agenda distributed
to the LARAEC Executive Board are available for public inspection during the meeting and at http://laraec.net/open-meetings/
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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.
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Prepared for 10/23/19 Special Meeting

LARAEC’s
Response to
State Audit &
Timeline
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October

Oct 11‐ LARAEC submitted a
response to state auditor for
the redacted‐confidential
draft of Report 2017‐104

Oct 5‐ Received letter and
redacted confidential draft
copy of Report 2017‐104
from State Auditor

2017

November

Nov 2‐ State Auditor
releases full public report,
including LARAEC
response and rebuttal

LARAEC Engagement Timeline

August

Aug 17, 2017
Initial Letter
sent from
State Auditor
Office to
LARAEC
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December

Dec‐ LARAEC receives
response from State
Auditor
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Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jul

2018

Jun

May 2‐ LARAEC submits
6 Month Report

LARAEC Engagement Timeline

Jan

Jan 19‐ MUSD fiscal agent
Craig Lee shares plan at
LARAEC Board meeting

Jan 2‐ LARAEC submits 60
Day Report

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov 2 ‐LARAEC submits 1
Year Report

Nov

Dec

Dec 13‐ LARAEC
submits response to
questions from state
auditors

Dec ‐ LARAEC receives
questions from State
Auditor about 1 Year
response

Dec 7‐ Board
workshop and Funding
Research presentation

Jan 16
LARAEC Staff,
MUSD staff, and
PPT met
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Feb

Feb 15
Board Meeting
Lanzi discussed
state auditors
correspondence
and February
12th Report

Feb 9
Board conducted
a 2nd Special
Meeting to
discuss funding
formula

Mar

Apr

May

April 12
Board meeting
Enrollment Audit
Plan presented to
Board by VTD

Jul

Aug

Sept 20
Board Meeting
Audit Progress
Report

Sep

Oct

Jul – Oct
Site visits and first draft
for polices and
procedures manual

August 16
Board Meeting
Audit Progress
Report

May – Sept
Enrollment audit
conducted in
member‐districts

Jun

2019 (January‐October)

March 15
Board Meeting
Audit Engagement
Timeline presented
and reviewed

LARAEC Engagement Timeline

Jan

Jan 23
LARAEC Staff ,
MUSD staff, and
Point persons met

Jan 18
LARAEC Board
meeting

10/22/19
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Jan

Mar

May

2020 (Jan – July)

Apr

Feb 2020 – Jun 2020
All LARAEC member
districts receive training on
new policies and procedures

LARAEC Engagement Timeline

Feb

Dec 2019‐ Mar 2020
Develop a Fair and
Equitable Funding
Formula

Jan 17 ‐
Polices and Procedures
approved and adopted
by LARAEC board

2019 (Nov‐Dec)

Dec

Internal audit report
on enrollment
LARAEC Effectiveness
Report approved and
adopted by the board
Review polices and
procedures

Nov

•

•

•

Nov 15

Jun

Jul

July 1, 2020
• New polices and
Procedures go into
effect
• New funding
formula goes into
effect for SY 2022

Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium
State Auditor Recommendations to LARAEC Report: Montebello Unified School
District State Audit #1017-104
October 25, 2019

The Executive Board of the Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium (LARAEC) thanks
the State Auditor's Office for the guidance provided through the recommendations issued to
LARAEC as a result of the Montebello Unified School District (MUSD) State Audit. The
consortium's Executive Board is committed to meeting or exceeding the given recommendations
as a means to improve processes and develop good practices to be shared with the field. The
following steps were taken subsequent to and in addition to those listed on the one-year
report. They are listed below each of the two recommendations issued to LARAEC.

Recommendations to Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium
Recommendation 31: To ensure that state adult education funds are used in the most efficient and effective
manner, the consortium should, within one year, complete an assessment of Montebello's ability to meet the
requirements of its adult education plan to determine whether its use of state funds has been effective. If
Montebello is found to be consistently ineffective, the consortium should immediately recalculate the adult
program's fund allocation for the future.
Montebello USD Adult Education has reported to the consortium swift actions to address the elements noted
on the recommendation. In summary, Montebello USD returned to the consortium one-time funding totaling
$5,030,845. Additionally, Montebello USD's Consortium allocation (ongoing funding) was reduced from
$15,588,254 Million to $12,948,225 Million.
Additional steps implemented since the one-year report are as follows:
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The Consortium conducted a Special Meeting (workshop) on December 7, 2018 to re-evaluate its
funding formula. Staff conducted a consortia funding research and presented the results of the
study, which involved interviews with other consortia directors and consortia funding approaches
documented on websites. Possible funding scenarios were developed based on this research. The
scenarios presented took into account the total number of students and the needs of the students
in each member district among other factors.
 While there was robust discussion, no action was taken by the board on any of the
proposed formulas.
 The board directed staff to meet with Montebello USD (MUSD) staff and the point
person team to develop one or more recommendations relative to the funding
imbalance at MUSD.
 Staff, the point person team and MUSD staff met on January 16, 2019. The group did
not develop any recommendation. It scheduled a second meeting on January 23, 2019.
 On January 23, 2019, LARAEC staff and the point person team met and concluded that
they did not have the skills and insight to propose a viable funding formula.

10/22/19

Exhibit 1: LARAEC Special Meeting (workshop) Agenda, December 7, 2018 and Minutes. Exhibit 1A:
LARAEC Funding Research Report, presented at the December 7, 2018 workshop. Exhibit 2: LARAEC
Regular Board Meeting Agenda, January 18, 2019 and Minutes. Exhibit 3: LARAEC Special Meeting
(workshop) Agenda, February 9, 2019 and Minutes.


The Consortium scheduled a second special meeting on February 9, 2019 to discuss funding
formulas again. On February 9, 2019, no action was taken by the board on any formula. However,
the board decided that an accurate, verifiable student counts were needed to include in any
funding formula. The board directed staff to retain the services of an auditing firm to verify student
counts and enrollment procedures at all LARAEC member districts.
 LARAEC retained the services of Eide Bailly LLP, to complete the internal audit on
April 15, 2019.
 A draft report was issued by Eide Bailly LLP on September 19, 2019.
 The final report is expected to be presented at the November 15, 2019 LARAEC regular
board meeting.
Exhibit 4: LARAEC Regular Board Meeting Agenda, March 15, 2019 and Minutes. Exhibit 4A: Report
to the Board, Agenda Item 3.2c – Montebello Audit Timeline. Exhibit 5: LARAEC Regular Board
Meeting Agenda, April 12, 2019 and minutes. Exhibit 6: LARAEC Regular Board Meeting Agenda and
Minutes. Exhibit 6A: Agenda Item 5.1 – Eide Bailly LLP Progress Report



During the September 20, 2019 board meeting, the LARAEC board directed staff to create a report
to address the efficient and effective delivery of services and use of CAEP funding by LARAEC
members, staff has developed a report to be presented and approved by the board on the
November 15, 2019 LARAEC regular board meeting.
Exhibit 7: LARAEC Regular Board Meeting Agenda, September 20, 2019 and Minutes. Exhibit 7A:
Effectiveness Report Template

Exhibits:
1. Exhibit 1: LARAEC Special Meeting (workshop) Agenda, December 7, 2018 and Minutes
2. Exhibit 1A: LARAEC Funding Research Report, presented at the December 7, 2018 workshop
3. Exhibit 2: LARAEC Regular Board Meeting Agenda, January 18, 2019 and Minutes
4. Exhibit 3: LARAEC Special Meeting (workshop) Agenda, February 9, 2019 and Minutes
5. Exhibit 4: LARAEC Regular Board Meeting Agenda, March 15, 2019 and Minutes
6. Exhibit 4A: Report to the Board, Agenda Item 3.2c – Montebello Audit Timeline
7. Exhibit 5: LARAEC Regular Board Meeting Agenda, April 12, 2019 and minutes
8. Exhibit 6: LARAEC Regular Board Meeting Agenda, August 16, 2019 and Minutes
9. Exhibit 6A: Agenda Item 5.1 – Eide Bailly LLP Progress Report
10. Exhibit 7: LARAEC Regular Board Meeting Agenda, September 20, 2019 Minutes (pending approval)
11. Exhibit 7A: Effectiveness Report Template (Draft)
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Recommendation 32: To ensure that state adult education funds are used in the most efficient and effective
manner, the consortium should, within one year, develop policies and procedures to ensure the proper
collection and reporting of enrollment, attendance, and expenditure data by consortium members.
Periodically review enrollment, attendance, and expenditure data to ensure their accuracy.
Additional steps implemented since the one-year report are as follows:



Vasquez and Co., LLP was hired by the Consortium to develop policies and procedures for the
oversight and monitoring of CAEP funds. Their fieldwork commenced in July of 2019.

The first draft of the policies is expected in mid-October 2019.

The final draft is expected by the end of November 2019.

Training on the new policies and procedures for all LARAEC member districts will start
subsequent to the annual adoption of the document.

The new policies and procedures will be in effect as of July 1, 2020.

Exhibit 1: LARAEC Regular Board Meeting Agenda, August 16, 2019, and Minutes. Exhibit 1A: Agenda Item
5.2 –Vasquez and Co., LLP Progress Report. Exhibit 2: LARAEC Regular Board Meeting Agenda, September 20,
2019, and Minutes. Exhibit 2A: Agenda Item 5.2 – Vasquez and Co., LLP Progress Report

Exhibits
1. Exhibit 1: LARAEC Regular Board Meeting Agenda, August 16, 2019 and Minutes
2. Exhibit 1A: Agenda Item 5.2 – Vasquez and Co., LLP Progress Report
3. Exhibit 2: LARAEC Regular Board Meeting Agenda, September 20, 2019, and Minutes (pending
approval)
4. Exhibit 2A: Agenda Item 5.2 – Vasquez and Co., LLP Progress Report

8 of 221

10/22/19

Timeline

Nov

Dec

Jan

November 15, 2019

December 2019 to
March 2020

January 17, 2019

 Internal Audit Report on
Enrollment
 LARAEC Effectiveness Report
approved and adopted by the
board
 Review of Policies and
Procedures

 Development of a fair and
equitable funding formula

2019

Feb
 Policies and Procedures approved
and adopted by LARAEC board

Mar

Apr

February to
June 2020

 All LARAEC member districts
receive training on new policies
and procedures

May

2020

Jun
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July
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July 1, 2020

 New Policies and Procedures go
into effect
 New funding formula goes into
effect for SY 2022

Recommendation 31

Exhibit 1: LARAEC Special Board Meeting (workshop)
Agenda, December7, 2018 and Minutes

10 of 221

10/22/19

11 of 221

10/22/19

12 of 221

10/22/19

13 of 221

10/22/19

14 of 221

10/22/19

15 of 221

10/22/19

16 of 221

10/22/19

17 of 221

10/22/19

18 of 221

10/22/19

19 of 221

10/22/19

20 of 221

10/22/19

21 of 221

10/22/19

22 of 221

10/22/19

23 of 221

10/22/19

24 of 221

10/22/19

25 of 221

10/22/19

26 of 221

10/22/19

27 of 221

10/22/19

28 of 221

10/22/19

29 of 221

10/22/19

30 of 221

10/22/19

31 of 221

10/22/19

32 of 221

10/22/19

33 of 221

10/22/19

34 of 221

10/22/19

35 of 221

10/22/19

36 of 221

10/22/19

37 of 221

10/22/19

38 of 221

10/22/19

39 of 221

10/22/19

40 of 221

10/22/19

41 of 221

10/22/19

42 of 221

10/22/19

43 of 221

10/22/19

44 of 221

10/22/19

45 of 221

10/22/19

46 of 221

10/22/19

47 of 221

10/22/19

48 of 221

10/22/19

49 of 221

10/22/19

50 of 221

10/22/19

51 of 221

10/22/19

52 of 221

10/22/19

53 of 221

10/22/19

54 of 221

10/22/19

55 of 221

10/22/19

56 of 221

10/22/19

57 of 221

10/22/19

58 of 221

10/22/19

59 of 221

10/22/19

60 of 221

10/22/19

61 of 221

10/22/19

62 of 221

10/22/19

63 of 221

10/22/19

64 of 221

10/22/19

65 of 221

10/22/19

66 of 221

10/22/19

67 of 221

10/22/19

68 of 221

10/22/19

69 of 221

10/22/19

70 of 221

10/22/19

71 of 221

10/22/19

72 of 221

10/22/19

73 of 221

10/22/19

74 of 221

10/22/19

75 of 221

10/22/19

76 of 221

10/22/19

77 of 221

10/22/19

78 of 221

10/22/19

79 of 221

10/22/19

80 of 221

10/22/19

81 of 221

10/22/19

82 of 221

10/22/19

83 of 221

10/22/19

84 of 221

10/22/19

85 of 221

10/22/19

86 of 221

10/22/19

87 of 221

10/22/19

88 of 221

10/22/19

89 of 221

10/22/19

90 of 221

10/22/19

91 of 221

10/22/19

92 of 221

10/22/19

93 of 221

10/22/19

94 of 221

10/22/19

95 of 221

10/22/19

96 of 221

10/22/19

Exhibit 5: LARAEC Regular Board Meeting Agenda,
April 12, and Minutes
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Excerpts from LARAEC Board Meetings
September 21, 2018 to September 20, 2019
MUSD Audit


Item 7.3 (Sept 21, 2018) – Approve Firm for Auditing, Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co (now known as
Eide Bailly) to perform a financial statement and compliance audit of the consortium,
compliance audit will include AEP funds, preparation of Management Letter and Communication
with those charged with governance, and completion of the Annual Audit report and
presentation to the board.



Item 4.1.a.i (Nov 16, 2018) – Ms. Jacquez gave a presentation on MUSD’s quarterly report,
which covered April-August 2018. She reported data on the following metrics MUSD/MCAS
efforts to ensure effectiveness of services, enrollment and attendance as determined by MUSD,
and expenditures consistent with regional consortium plan goals. She also reported on activities
aligned with MUSD’s RCP goals.
Item 4.1.a.ii (Nov 16, 2018) – 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.
Item 4.1.a.iii (Nov 16, 2018) – 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.
Item 4.1.a.iv (Nov 16, 2018) _ Ms. Jacquez was asked to explain the way her district is governed
not, and gave a breakdown, adding that they still have an LA County superintendent in place.
Item 4.1.a.v (Nov 16, 2018) – Mr. Stark added that they had to be really clear with what they are
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.
Item 4.1.a.vi-vii (Nov 16, 2018) – 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 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.
Item 7.1 (Nov 16, 2018) - Board approved the one-year response to the State Auditor’s Office
Recommendations to LARAEC stemming from the November 2, 2017 MUSD audit.













Funding Criteria Perspective, p.4 (Feb 9, 2019 Workshop) – Mr. Asturias reported: An audit was
conducted. The audit report in Nov 2017 and there were recommendations. Two of the
recommendations were LARAEC related. Dr. Miller asked what are the consequences of not
complying with the audit presented by Lanzi.
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Funding Criteria Perspective, p.6 (Feb 9, 2019 Workshop) – Mr. Urioste: Feels like the auditors
are singling out LARAEC. Other consortium(s) don’t have a formula to disperse monies. We don’t
need to be concerned by this auditor’s report but we need to thoughtfully address this issue.



Item 3.2.c. (Feb 15, 2019) – State Auditors Correspondence and Feb 12th Report, Mr. Asturias
explained that there is a report generated by the State Auditor’s office, and LARAEC is a part of
the report sent to the legislators because the recommendations the State Auditor provided to
LARAEC are still partially completed.
Item 3.3.c.ii (Feb 15, 2019) – Dr. Miller added that the report from the CA state auditor
references MUSD and LARAEC partially completing the recommendations from that office, and
suggests responding as LARAEC in some form to make sure the policy makers reading the report
know about their efforts to address the recommendations. He added that only 2 of the 32
recommendations directly affect LARAEC.
Item 3.3c.iii (Feb 15, 2019) – Mr. Tenorio explained they can put together information to show
what MUSD is doing about the recommendations (mostly recommendations 31 and 32) and
specifically respond to each. Dr. Miller said that the sooner they get satisfactory evidence of
corrective action in people’s hands, the better.
Item 3.3.c.iv (Feb 15, 2019) – Dr. Mullen thought that an illustrative graphic clarifying for them
would be helpful, if MUSD wanted to take the lead in that response. Mr. Urioste thought the
response needs to come from LARAEC so they can also clarify LARAEC’s efforts to help them as a
consortium. Mr. Asturias said that they can formulate that prior to the next open meeting and
submit and agendize if for approval.
















Item 3.2.v. (Mar 15, 2019) – The fourth priority was making sure they work with auditors to
implement the execution of their recommendation 32 under the MUSD audit recommendations.
Item 3.c.i. (Mar 15, 2019) – Mr. Gorence directed the board to a timeline of the audit and
responses, and pending items 31 and 32, including the exact language from the state and
recommendation status based on the auditor’s response.
Item 3.c.ii (Mar 15, 2019) – For 31, he explained that they have indicated to the state that the
executive team, if appropriate or needed, would develop a new funding formula. If they feel at
this point that it is not appropriate or needed, LARAEC needs the executive team’s direction and
they will report to the state that the plan MUSD presented back in January of last year, they
consider it to be sufficient to have met the auditor’s recommendation. He added that if they tell
the state they would potentially develop one in the future as previously discussed, they would
keep LARAEC as “pending” under 2020.
Item 3.c.iii (Mar 15, 2019) – For 32, they are waiting for policies created by the auditing firm to
be officially adopted by LARAEC. They are about to start the work with the auditors in April.
Item 3.c.iv (Mar 15, 2019) – Dr. Miller asked for clarification on the scope of work of the auditors
related to MUSD, and Mr. Asturias clarified that the scope would be limited to how LARAEC is
receiving information from them and what the LARAEC office does. Dr. Miller added that
whatever level of metric scrutiny MUSD goes under related to that topic, all districts should
undergo.
Item 3.c.v (Mar 15, 2019) – Mr. Urioste asked Ms. Jacquez to elaborate on MUSD’s use of ASAP.
Ms. Jacquez said that ASAP and TE had been fully implemented, and all teachers have been
trained throughout their locations.
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Item 5.1.3 (Sept 20, 2019) – Mr. Stark emphasized that one of the over aching concerns related
to the audit is making sure that that they respond appropriately to the state so LARAEC will be
taken off from the watch list. He asked if they have a timeline for initiating a response that will
be acceptable to the State. They had 2 responses they were working on, which was the
rationale for bringing in a third party so they could tell the state that we’ve implemented things
so they could respond either “You’ve got more work to do” or “You’re good”.
Item 5.1.4 (Sept 20, 2019) – Ms. Jacquez asked if the state asked for more clarification, or
LARAEC was just taking the initiative. Mr. Asturias explained that what the state does is after
they audit, there is a 6-month and a 1-year review in which LARAEC are supposed to define what
the plan was to address the findings. And then they have all that time to report that they
completed what they said and would do to address those findings. The first anniversary for
LARAEC was last November, and they are coming up on the second. The state is still waiting on
LARAEC’s action so they can be removed from the list of organizations they check in on a regular
basis.
Item 5.1.4.a (Sept 20, 2019) – Ms. Jacques noted that in a previous board meeting, the board
voted that if MUSD reports into the state as a result of their audit, all districts have to report,
and that MUSD decided which items they would select for quarterly reporting. Mr. Asturias
added that there was no follow-up since then, and no system suggested for having all of the
districts report.
Item 5.1.4.b (Sept 20, 2019) – Ms. Montes asked if the items are ones that are part of their CAEP
reports, which Mr. Asturias confirmed. She asked if the auditors have contracted them to say
that they are not in compliance, and Mr. Asturias said that during the anniversary, they
informed LARAEC that they had not complied with the self-requirements, and that they would
continue to be on the state’s list.
Item 5.1.4.c. (Sept 20, 2019) – Mr. Urioste noted that the spending target report presented
previously was by district, and asked if they are not meeting what the auditors requested by
doing those kind of reports. Mr. Asturias said that, not being an auditor, he would not be able to
answer that properly. Ms. Montes said she would be curious to know the 4 items they want
MUSD to report on, which ones come out of NOVA separated by District.
Item 5.1.4.d (Sept 20, 2019) – Mr. Asturias said that he could rehash what those four items are
and tell them what the source of info would be if they are considering it. And then issue the
quarterly report on behalf of each one of the districts. The issue is to highlight the numbers in a
public meeting to take a look and assess if we are in compliance. Ms. Jacquez also noted that the
state is not always correct, and they should be focused on that moving forward. She proposed
they meet separately on the audit for the enrollment.
Item 5.1.4.e (Sept 20, 2019) – Mr. Urioste said that he thinks there are things that we can report
on every quarter, simple things such as our spending numbers. There are things they have
access to in terms of numbers and data that he thinks they can package very quickly, put on the
agenda, and show it here as testimony that they are in fact sharing their individual data and
looking at it here in an open meeting. Mr. Asturias said that they can put together a report
outline and then get the board’s input for additional elements for them to review on a regular
basis.
Item 5.1.4.f. (Sept 20, 2019) – Mr. Asturias summarized that within 2 weeks they will have a
draft report for them to look at and provide input on. If they can have consensus on what is to
be reported on a regular basis, they can start as early as November.
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Item 5.1.4.g. (Sept 20, 2019) – Mr. Urioste said he would imagine critical pieces are spending
targets, enrollment, and performance data in terms of high school diplomas, equivalencies, and
CT certificates.

P&P Development
 Agenda Item 7.2 (Sept 21, 2018) – Approved Consulting Firm, Vasquez and Company LLP to
develop policies and procedures.






Item 5.2.a (Aug 16, 2019) – Vasquez provided an update on the status of the engagement.
Vasquez have started going to districts and interviewing LARAEC personnel to gain an
understanding of systems and practices currently in place. They have documented narratives
and procedures, focusing on the districts’ procurement and disbursement. They will draft a
report with findings and recommendations and confirm the documentation of the processes
captured are correct. After this is complete, the next step is to develop an effective monitoring
function and written policies and procedures manual for the administration of AB104, and to
present them and the report to the LARAEC board, as well as potentially the boards of individual
districts.
Item 5.2.c (Aug 16, 2019) - … This is affecting each district only to the extent that oversight of
certain accounts and transactions are needed to comply with the state requirements. Mr.
Urioste clarified that he wanted to know, when they will get the report, whether they would be
getting a draft that they can review and potentially make some revisions to if needed. His
concern is that they are going to be having a final report submitted to LARAEC without having
had the opportunity to read the whole thing and to say whether they would like to make
changes. Mr. Asturias clarified that those opportunities will be provided… Vasquez has been
charged to write the policies, not implement them. It is up to the board whether to implement
them or not, and whether it will be implemented as is or with changes.
Item 5.2 (Sept 20, 2019) – They have finished interviewing each of the districts, and they are in
the process of writing the policies and procedures. Then they will give LARAEC the draft
document to be shared with the ET for input and additional commentary on it. They are
expecting that the draft will be ready by end of October.

Funding Formula





Item 1.c. (Sept 21, 2018 Workshop) - Mr. Stark would like to discuss the funding formula,
potential funding formulas, and possible legislative advocacy for funding.
Item 1.g. (Sept 21, 2018 Workshop) – Mr. Asturias suggested one topic that was time-sensitive is
the funding formula, since they were coming up on the anniversary of the Montebello audit, and
need to close that loop.
Item 1.i. (Sept 21, 2018 Workshop) – Mr. Asturias asked whether the funding formula would be
the first topic, then described a possible course of action from LARAEC office staff to develop
example funding formulas and vet pros and cons for them with PPT. Mr. Stark added that they
didn’t have to have the objective of agreeing on a funding formula at the end of the workshop.
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Item 1.j.iii. (Sept 21, 2018 Workshop) – Mr. Urisote added that he does not believe an issue like
funding can be abbreviated too much, given the sheer amount of money they’re accountable for
now. He believes a formula leads to them having a very direct response to people’s questions
about their funding, and a response that was adopted, voted on, and board approved.
Item 1.k (Sept 21, 2018 Workshop) - …. Dr. Miller asked what priorities should be, saying that
the funding formula was identified as the first priority, and legislative would be tied to the
state’s calendar.
Item 1.l (Sept 21, 2018) – Mr. Stark added that they have an opportunity to come to the state
with a unified message about adult ed. He thinks if they were to really attack the funding piece
in the fall semester, then based on that work, start crafting a short list of legislative advocacy
points, one of which may include an ask from the state in terms of funding, that would be great.
Item 1.l.I (Sept 21, 2018) –Dr. Miller suggested making the first workshop a joint meeting about
the funding formula and the organization structure.
Item 1.l.II (Sept 21, 2018) – Mr. Urioste agreed on combining org structure and funding formula.
Item 1.n.I (Sept 21, 2018) – Ms. Montes suggested making the first special workshop on
November 2 to give the staff time to deal with the next open meeting and assemble special
meeting materials.
Item 1.n.II (Sept 21, 2018) – Dr. Miller suggested they be ready to get into the beginnings of
funding formulas…. Mr. Asturias said to the extent we can frontload info on other priorities,
they can do that, they just don’t want to overload the staff. So priorities in order are: org and
structure, funding formula, faculty engagement and participation. And legislative advocacy.



Item III.D (Nov 2, 2018) – Mr. Stark asked exactly what was happening for the funding formula
workshop on Dec 7th. Mr. Asturias said that his understanding was for staff to get additional
information from the state 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.



Funding Formula Presentation (Dec 7, 2018 Workshop)
o Item 3.II.A - Ms. Montes explained that on September 21, 2018, 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.
o Discussion:
 Item A - 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
Page 5 of 17

208 of 221

10/22/19

o

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.
 Item A.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.
 Item B. - 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.
 Item B.4. – Ms. Jacquez…… 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.
 Item B. 7 – 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.
 Item B.8 - 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:
 Item 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 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
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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.
Item B - 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.
Item C - 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.
Item D - 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.
Item E - 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.
Item E.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.
Item E.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.
Item G - 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 memberand a staff person as well
Item G. 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
governance conversation. He thinks they should meet informally before they go off
on other tangents and come up with solutions.
Item H - 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
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recommendations relative to the funding imbalance MUSD had. Ms. Montes
seconded. Dr. Miller recommended Dr. Mullen as one of those two point people.
Ms. Montes recommended Mr. Carias. LARAEC Executive board agreed that point
persons team would be included in the above mentioned meeting with Montebello.










Item 4.1.a.i. (Jan 18, 2019) – Mr. Asturias shared that during a special meeting held on 12/17/18,
the ET directed Mr. Asturias and the PPT to meet with representatives from MUSD in hopes of
developing recommendations to address funding. This meeting took place on 1/16/2019 and
although a robust discussion took place, they currently do not have specific recommendations
developed yet. Mr. Asturias shared that they are planning to continue this conversation and will
have another meeting on 1/23/19. He hopes to have specific recommendations ready to present
during the next regular meeting scheduled for 2/15/19.
Item 4.b.ii (Jan 18, 2019) – Ms. Montes then asked the same question regarding funding and
noted that the team had done a great job presenting research. Ms. Montes stated that when
they walked away from that meeting, each of them had agreed that they would go back to their
respective agencies and speak with their fiscal people and come back with the items that would
need to be discussed. Dr. Miller stated that either way he would like more time to thoroughly
interrogate the topic. He stated that he was not sure he fully agreed with the way things were
characterized in the recap and that he wasn’t sure if certain decisions were actually made. Mr.
Stark added that he felt there are some items he believes to be timely and important. He stated
that due to their busy schedules and amount of material they must review, key items should be
identified and prioritized. Mr. Stark added that he feels the student-based funding formula is a
critical area to address in LAUSD’s perspective. He state that he doesn’t want them to lose
momentum and only have a robust discussion with no real follow-up or agreement on what the
next steps are. Ms. Montes stated that during the next regular meeting they will begin the
discussion with LAUSD’s proposal then determine whether that conversation continues at the
next regular meeting or continues at a special meeting. Mr. Stark agreed this was fair.
Item 4.1.c.i (Jan 18, 2019) – Mr. Stark wanted to preface the presentation and emphasize
discussion. He agreed that there had not been any agreements made at the Dec 7th meeting, but
he did feel there had been some consensus on key concepts and topics. Mr. Stark said there is
no intent on pushing a particular formula or action item but to look at some possibilities on
what a student- based formula might look like. He stated he would like to keep this discussion
going.
Item 4.1.c.ii-(Jan 18, 2019) – Ms. Chardiet began by stating the reasons why establishing a
formula is important. She said that adopting a funding formula will: (1) provide an equitable
distribution, (2) establish fiscal stability and create clarity in budget development, (3) ensure
that resources are allocated based on student need, and (4) will drive innovation and student
success. Ms. Chardiet said that the framework they are proposing is inspired by the CA
Community College Student-based Success Formula and LCFF. Mr. Rodriguez provided some
numbers so as to see how the formula would work (visual provided). Ms. Chardiet wanted to
highlight that this is a framework and that certain sections could be adjusted manually to create
the funding formula. She said the board could decide how things are weighted.
Item 4.1.c.iii-(Jan 18, 2019) – Dr. Miller next shared that he was recently at a State Budget
meeting in Sacramento and that it had been said that currently the student-funded formula is
too complex and that the data that is being reported is not necessarily accurate. His point was
that counting widgets and trusting all the data is going to be a problem particularly for the
smaller colleges/districts. He ended by sighting an example that showed that it is very easy to
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get backlog unless they are considering allowing students to self-verify. Dr. Miller felt that
validating through some kind of system will take a lot of time and can be costly.
Item 4.1.c.iv-(Jan 18, 2019) – Mr. Stark appreciated Dr. Miller’s comments but felt that a
distinction needed to be made between the accountability measures happening at the
community college level versus what has been in place in the AE side for many years. Ms.
Chardiet added that they have received about $90M in federal funds in the past 5 yrs based on
validated data. Ms. Montes added that if they are going to use a data system, TE is the logical
place to go since they are currently using that system. She added that she is not a proponent of
self-reported data and that when the percentage is just on total number, it misses effectiveness
allowing the bigger districts to always outdo the smaller districts in terms of money received. Dr.
Mullen added that it concerns her when self-reported data is a driver to a percentage
distribution. Mr. Urioste next stated that he is going to need time to go through the report and
believes that they need a follow-up special meeting regrading funding distribution because they
need to hear what came out of each district’s meeting held with their superintendents. Ms.
Jacquez commented that she does not recall there being consensus in wanting to use a studentbased formula and that she has a problem when Mr. Stark is stating that there had been a
consensus.
Item 4.1.c.v-(Jan 18, 2019) – Mr. Stark responded by saying that the purpose of this presentation
was to further the conversation, not to put words in anyone’s mouth or push an agenda. He
reminded everyone that LARAEC staff had conducted interviews with each of the five
executives and that he is only sighting the key themes that came out of those interviews as well
as what was presented to the board. Mr. Stark continued by saying that from his perspective a
student-based formula was something that was of interest to the board. He stated that no
agreements were made on December 7th but that key themes did arise. Mr. Stark said that he
hopes the board will continue to talk about it, ask questions or counter but that at a certain
point he just wants to advocate for a formula that benefits the program and their students. Mr.
Stark stated that whether they like it or not, the state has forced them into a situation where
they have to in some ways compete for resources. He said he would rather agree on an
equitable formula they all feel is fair versus having to fight for new money when it comes in. Mr.
Stark stated that this is an issue that LAUSD is going to continue to bring forward and that he is
happy to meet on a Saturday if needed.
Item 4.1.c.vi (Jan 18, 2019) – Dr. Miller agreed that this is a serious matter that needs to be
addressed and that he would also be willing to work on a Saturday to continue the conversation.
He also stated that there are other LACCD resources that might be helpful in this conversation
(i.e. Dr. Corner’s input). Dr. Miller also sighted a sentence that made him nervous to have in
writing regarding what would happen if this formula was not approved (pg. 39). He also said that
he was under the impression that there would be point persons who would develop a variety of
recommendations to set off a conversation. He encouraged this conversation to continue and
said that outside help and/or consultants might want to be considered.
Item 4.1.c.viii (Jan 18, 2019) - Ms. Montes summarized by saying that a special meeting will be
needed and that members should come back with questions about the research, information
from their own district, and/or proposals if applicable. Mr. Urioste responded by saying that he
wants this special meeting to remain focused on a funding formula and not move into other
subjects or specifically focus on just one district.
Item 4.1.c.ix (Jan 18, 2019) - Ms. Montes stated that she will work with Mr. Asturias to put
together some possible dates for the special meeting. She asked if the board would seriously
consider a Saturday. The board all agreed that they would if this was the best date.
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Funding Discussion, LARAEC Board Workshop (Feb 9, 2019)
o A. District Considerations
 pg. 2 – Dr. Mullen stated she struggled to devise a formula as to how to think as
a consortium. Her goal was to come up with a philosophy. The focus was to look
at three areas: (1) Base plus X; (2) Accountability measures; and (3) Adjustment
data. She reported a number of scenarios and said the importance is to work
through this process. Dr. Mullen showed a power point presentation (see notes
from ppt)
 pg. 2 – Dr. Miller shared we have our faculty, presidents, board and chancellor
buy-in to support to build capacity as well as faculty development, until LARAEC
Model came about. We are working to build consensus. Now, LACCD is leading
legislation to get more adult education faculty….. Everything is a lengthy
discussion on curriculum related issues. There is no top down authoritative
model to run a college. In our case, we don’t have one Queen Mary, we have 12;
10 if you include district office. But, the tide is shifting ad we are beginning to
turn all nine of these in a successful direction. We are making progress. On top
of all this, is the student centered funded formula education. First launched this
year….. Dr. Miller believes it will be at least two years before anything significant
will come from these discussions as far as it relates to the changes in the
formula. They slowed the formula down for a year. They decreased the amount
of money allocated for performance. It was left at 10% level because they
recognized the definition of performance and the quality of data they got from
colleges up and the state down was somewhat suspect in many respects.
Everybody is learning how to appropriately create a matrix for all of these. VC of
Institutional Effectiveness Ryan Cortner and myself are working diligently and
actively in the adult education arena. We are ensuring every dollar spent is
going towards the students….. Education continues to be a major growth
opportunity in our district. 86% of our students are classified as first innovation,
underrepresented, low income. Close to 60% of the students are below the
poverty level. Students who attend LACCD are among the neediest in the nation
by far. We understand the importance of our job.
 pg. 3 – Mr. Stark….. He believes it’s important to spend the dollars with
accountability. Another concern is LAUSD’s relationship with LARAEC. We
should look at this next cycle. Ideally, our concern is to not supplant, but rather
supplement and enhance what we are already doing. His concern was if new
programs are creating a pipeline and transition piece. Our focus is on student
outcomes and balancing innovation. We’re chasing enrollment. Our biggest
threat in adult education is moving beyond the side of categorically type of
status; which is where we are now. K-12 is NOT seen as a core program. We’re
not funded by LCFF dollars.
o B. Funding Criteria Perspective
 pg. 3 – Mr. Urioste shared the importance of the cost of base funding. He
believes funding for adult education is complex; particularly for K-12 and higher.
He said describing education is a formula; while sounding scientific and fortified
through elaborate matrix doesn’t take into account the complexity of adult
education. This is especially important when taking into account the nontraditional students in adult education. Funding must take into account: (1)
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fixed cost operations; (2) negotiated salary increases; and (3) increases in health
and welfare benefits. Another key funding allocation to consider is allowing
member districts to be creative in developing programs. For example, while
funding is tied to matrix; it can include, but not be limited to: (1) development
of LVN program, (2) infusing technology across all services, including student
assessments; (3) providing guidance services to students where goals are
identified and pathways outlined; (4) resources and supports are identified; (5)
improving instruction and opportunities for students with disabilities; and (6)
branching out to all portions of the community by bringing classes and programs
to satellite locations, such as low-income housing developments. The costs
associated with maintaining quality CTE programs involve: staffing, equipment,
and supplies.
 Pg. 4 – Veronica Montes shared that they are physically small and Culver City
needs are very different. She said they never had an AP at Culver City. It takes
time to have programs implemented. The District didn’t have an increase in
funding in seven years. We should all continue to do those things that are
successful. Sometimes we need to consider what we are using or existing
funding.
B. Funding Criteria Perspective
 Pg. 4 – Mr. Urioste shared the K-12 funding for adult education is not being
shared equitably. When a district negotiates a salary increase, that cost has to
be taken from somewhere. He said that cost is being taken from the same place.
He believes base funding is a misnomer. This was conducted through a survey a
few years before it was implemented. He believes we should be bringing this to
our legislators.
 Pg. 5. – Mr. Stark….We don’t have enough dollars. We need more. Hanover
report, felt we can take in small bites. We should bring the power of the
consortium to bear. His idea was to bring it in parallel to the consortium.
 Pg. 5 – Mr. Urioste agreed with Mr. Stark’s sentiments. The district was nOT
granting increased funding. He believes we have to continue to press the issue.
 Pg. 5 – Ms. Montes shared that the funding issue will be our next topic for the
next meeting.
 Pg 5 – Dr. Miller agrees with Montebello’s presentation. He believes we have to
focus on the social issue here. Breaking cycle of poverty. We have a dual
message of economic justice. We have to make sure we address that.
 Pg. 5 – Matthew Kegan (UTLA) said Sacrament can give the wrong impression.
Lawmakers don’t know what’s going on. The experts advise the lawmakers. We
might show interest in performing the things they have asked us to do. We have
to show an interest in what they want. We owe it to their constituents. We want
more money, but are we doing what lawmakers asked?
 Pg. 5 – Ms. Montes asked when we will start? Is this formula something they
want in 19-20?
 Pg. 5 – Dr Miller said, let’s get back to the consequences question. His big
takeaways are: work with local boards and districts, beyond LARAEC – we
should get additional funding, focus on social justice and economic need,
legislative staff need to see actual evidence that we are doing what they have
asked, and we need to identify a leading legislator who will champion our cause.
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Pg. 5 – Mr. Stark said from a fiscal and human resources standpoint, how is this
possible? The idea that there will be some impact for 19-20. He doesn’t believe
there is enough time to adopt it.
Pg. 5 – Ms. Montes said we need to show that the data is supporting the work
we are doing. What was crystal clear from the conference is that we have to
identify our barriers. The barriers show the legislators the need. Barriers are
critical to show the story of why the funding is needed. The data shows the
outcome. She feels it’s important to keep the conversation going. We cannot go
to the legislature when we still have money in the pot. Also, felt that we should
come up with an average.
Pg. 5 – Mr. Urioste felt that it makes us unique. If we don’t show the numbers
the funding will decrease.
Pg. 5 –Ms. Montes clarified that it’s difficult to go to legislature to ask for more
money, if we haven’t use the money.
Pg. 5 – Dr. Mullen feels it’s okay to have some carry-over. It shouldn’t impact
how we do our business. There are other ways to approach this.
Pg. 6 – Ms. Jacquez said ewe are turning away students. Still working on funding
formula. How can we do that when our State representatives are NOT there yet.
Pg. 6 – Mr. Urioste said, We should bring it to this consortium and know exactly
data is being shared. We are ready to rock and roll 19-20. Modify pilot
performance matrix for new dollars that come in. We can use a performance
matrix to see how they are being allocated. It worked for K-12
Pg. 6 – Ms. Chardiet (LAUSD) believes State should come up with funding
formula. Is it better to get ahead of this or let the state dictate the rules of the
game.
Pg . 6 –Dr. Mullen believes the State will dictate either way. The State has to be
accountable to its mandate.
Pg. 7 – Mr. Urioste asked if Lanzi could send an email to all the board members
so that we know exactly “what” is the data we should be collecting. Mr. Stark
shared this is what we should be tracking: (1) adults served, (2) improved
literacy skills, (3) completion of high school, (4) completion of post-secondary
certifications, (5) placement of jobs, (6) transition of post secondary, (7)
improved wages.
Pg. 8 – Ms. Montes: is it reasonable, should we consider in the future all funds
towards those program areas. We all have to submit a report for 2019. State is
asking how much money are you contributing to State programs. We have that
data for 17-18. I believe we should think futuristically.
Pg. 8 - Mr. Stark said structural inequities stem from the past funding.
Pg. 8 – Ms. Montes: future battle for sure. Any legislative battle is going to take
time. This conversation will continue.
Pg. 8 – Dr. Miller: we could spend more dollars; we can find an agency out there
to support us and we can spend money on.
Pg. 8 – Ms. Montes: 100%; 1 message; no convolution; it’s about FUNDING.
Assembly member MarCarty; we can’t give them data.
Pg. 8 –Dr Miller read goals for next steps. Said if every district received the same
amount of money, then there is 13 M to allocate
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Pg. 9 – Mr. Stark: NO changes it sounds like for CAEP. What we’re getting is
what we’re getting. I’m hearing we’re all happy with what we are doing. Can we
coalesce around a particular point?
Pg. 9 – Mr. Miller said it’s not that we disagree. What are those performancebased parameters? Ensure the efficacy of the performance-based means?
Pg. 9 –Lanzi: Bob eloquently summed it up. Perhaps we can craft discussion
items and formally adopt that with the board’s approval to proceed. I think
limiting it to a few items would work; adopting those items for the March
meeting that came out of February meeting ---- creating collaboration.
Pg. 9 – Dr. Miller: agree amount of money received; everything else is status
quo for next year
Pg. 9 – Dr. Miller: everybody is going to keep the amount they received in the
past year; with exception of Montebello.
Pg. 9 – Ms. Montes: not ready for agreement conversation.
Pg. 9 –Dr. Miller: We have to leave the room; the cake is baked.
Pg. 9 – Mr. Urioste: I am fine with an open matrix for funding for additional
dollars coming into the district. If there were new funding for 20; we would be
open to that.
Pg. 9 – Ms. Jacquez: We want to make sure we are aligned for reallocation
Pg. 9 – Ms. Montes…. It would be good from a sense where people are and
where they want to go. We can go with existing funding for 19-20; but we have
to figure out a way before money is on the table. It’s important to count when
you’re not looking at them; so that we can support our students. Any other data
we can bring to the legislators will have a great return on investment.

Item 4.1.a.i. (Feb 15, 2019) – Ms. Montes referred to the handouts in explaining 4.1, saying that
she was under the impression that they would be implementing a new funding formula for 1920 and she has been waiting for help on that. All the scenarios presented by MUSD on the
funding research day and LAUSSD all showed a more equitable distribution for CCUSD. The
handout shows what the funding situation for CCUSD is and what their deficit is based on, as
well as TE enrollment and COLA.
Item 4.1.a.ii (Feb 15, 2019) - Ms. Montes explained she is making an appeal to the consortium
to collaborate and close that deficit in 19-20.It’s interim, because it gives them time to come up
with a full funding formula for 20-21. And if Culver City does not spend all of that gap money,
she will return it to the consortium no questions asked. Without it, they won’t be able to
provide comfort and pay to staff and their families, and will have to cut summer school and
online acceleration stuff. She is asking what is possible and not possible regarding the
consortium’s help in helping CCUSD close that funding gap.
Item 4.1.a.iii (Feb 15, 2019) – Mr. Stark said that they are shedding light on a problematic area
for many years, justice and equitability in adult ed funding education. His opinion is that
discussions about a new formula or allocation had to happen within their timelines for budget
development. He added that their position is appreciated, and LAUSD has had to make difficult
funding decisions as well in recent months. They can discuss an interim solution, but that
discussion is a zero-sum game that comes with a cost. This about funding for adult ed, which
they have to ultimately address at the state level. He thanked UTLA for bringing this
conversation to the state level and national level.
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Item 4.1.a.iv (Feb 15, 2019) – Dr. Miller agreed, and said that they can argue over the crumbs
they get, but it won’t solve the bigger issue until they get state associations and unions involved
in legislative action. He does not think a down and dirty discussion to fight over money will be
helpful here, and the 19-20 situation is pretty much locked in.
Item 4.1.a.v. (Feb 15, 2019) – Mr. Urioste added that those of them who have CTE also have to
deal with the cost for materials, equipment, and supplies, plus additional staff costs for
implementing IET.
Item 4.1.a.vi. (Feb 15, 2019) – Ms. Jacquez asked what CCUSD’s deficit increase is due to, and
Ms. Montes summarized that the money they received from MUSD only took them so far, so the
deficit is due to what they need this year to continue programs. They are not expanding. Ms.
Montes said that if the budgets for 19-20 were locked in, then she did not understand the
previous urgency about funding decisions. Mr. Stark said that there was urgency for LAUSD
because there wasn’t quite the consensus around crystallization about what to do about
examining proposals.; given they have what they have and will fight another day.
Item 4.1.a.vii. (Feb 15, 2019) – Mr. Urioste added that now is the time to propose a new
distribution formula for this to have time to implement it. Also, BUSD has had to make sacrifices
as well; he does not have an assistant principal, and has had tough conversations about not
including programs.
Item 3.2.c.vi (Mar 15, 2019) – Dr. Miller was pleased with MUSD’s progress, and asked how
LARAEC would finalize the funding formula. Mr. Urioste added that another big component is
they have to be aware of budget implementation dates, Dr. Miller suggested requesting staff to
put together a plan and timeline to get this done.
Item 3.2.c.vii (Mar 15, 2019 ) – Ms. Montes added that they’ve had meetings based on funding
formula, decided that developing a new one for 19/20 was not an action item, and spend the
year preparing for a future funding formula plan. Dr. Miller suggested, under 32, have their 2
audit firms prioritize their work in such a way that they start on the data and enrollment and
inform on one of the recommendations staff has already made so that going into the 2021 fiscal,
they all know what it is that they’re dealing with.
Item 3.2.c.viii (Mar 15, 2019) – Mr. Asturias restated that the request for clarity, and Mr. Stark
clarified that they are going to work with the auditing firm not to create a formula, but
essentially to validate data from all 5 districts, and once that piece is done, LARAEC will revisit
discussions around the formula.
Item 3.2.c.ix (Mar 15, 2019) - Mr. Stark added that they do have to look at and validate data.
But which data? Is the auditor going to tell them what data they should look at, or are they
going to give direction to them? He added that they have to be specific moving forward.
Item 3.2.c.x-xi. (Mar 15, 2019) - Dr. Miller said that all he is interested in is evaluating
enrollment numbers, because this is the basis by which MUSD is paid. Ms. Montes asked the
LARAEC office to email the board the scope of work given to the auditors so they are clear. Mr.
Asturias agreed, and added that the state was very specific about the number types they want
to see, and the auditors were given that report so that they can focus their efforts on those. Dr.
Miller added, with the urgent needs to get this resolved, he would shift the priorities a bit and
have them worry about LARAEC policies later. Mr. Asturias explained that the auditors are in a
position to make that switch in their work. As far as the specificity of the data, they will ask for
them to give recommendations.
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Item 4.a.ii (Mar 15, 2019) – Ms. Montes said that she wants it on record that she is very
disappointed that LARAEC went with the same allocation when they talked for so long about a
new funding allocation for 2020. And it’s hard for her to look at the LARAEC office being funded
at half of what her district is being funded at.



Item 4.1.b (April 12, 2019) - .. Mr. Asturias communicated that the board wanted to have an
audit and be forthcoming with the state’s plan, and they decided they needed to adjust the
audit a bit. The engagement letter is in the packet and lays out a simple plan for the agreedupon procedures audit. Mr. Harrison then explained their methodology for collecting data and
reviewing enrollment processes. He added that within the CCD system the testing will be
different to the other individual member districts.
Item 4.b.ii (April 12, 2019) – Montes: We just have you doing enrollment, we haven’t made
decisions on funding.
Item 4.b. iii (April 12, 2019) – Stark: In terms of looking at enrollment and pulling those numbers
from a data system, we have 3 districts with a common system, LAUSD and LACCD have
different ones. When we report to the state, it’s through TE which is common to all 5. When we
look at enrollment, are we looking at TE which is the common system or all 3 different ones?
Item 4.b.iv (April 12, 2019) – Harrison: We’re going out to member districts and will ask how
they submit their data to LARAEC, and go off that system. Miller: This will respond to the state’s
questions 32 and 33, to respond to that need that we had independently verified enrollment
reports. Lanzi: Partially that would the case; however, the original approach was to create a set
of protocols, that have not bee create yet. In April our community college is serving as the agent
for this particular transaction, and it’s likely this item will be part of the April board approval. At
that point, we will engage with the company who will developing the protocols. Montes: So, first
is enrollment, tehn protocol, then financial.
Item 4.b.v (April 12, 2019) – Harrison: We couldn’t be the e firm for both parts, so we
communicated that to LARAEC> We would come back and do the financial statement audit, but
we can’t do it before the protocols part is done.
Item 4.b.vi (April 12, 2019) - Lanzi: Wanted to add that the current audit we’re discussing is in
response to the board’s request to verify the count at the last board meeting. That addresses
item 32. A new formula would be based on enrollment or might be based on enrollment, so it’s
important to figure out exact enrollment.













Item 5.1.a.i-iii (Aug 16, 2019) – The ET was updated on the status of the enrollment audit. Ms.
Ocampo explained that the auditors have visited the 4USDs between April and June. They are in
the process of with LACCD. Selections have been made and provided to the district, and the
district is gathering info to provide support. The auditors reviewed enrollment procedures at
each site and compared for consistency. Next step, complete the testing at LACCD, prepare their
observations for each district’s management review and input, finalize their enrollment agreedupon procedures report, and present that report to LARAEC.
Item 5.1.b (Aug 16, 2019) – Mr. Stark said that they what all agreed at one or more board
meetings that there was a sense of urgency to procuring this audit information to respond to
questions from the state, and he would like to see a timeline so they know when things will be
completed and when things will go back to the board. Mr. Asturias added that this information
is crucial so they can meet the requirements that LARAEC had indicated to the state would help
us complete the items they would do to hae LARAEC removed from the audit report they are
currently on based on the MUSD audit report.
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Item 5.1.b.i (Aug 16, 2019) – Dr. Miller said that LACCD has been in almost constant contact with
the auditor’s representative, Mr. Harrison and that their auditing process is different because of
the way they report enrollment. He asked if the state has been checking on LARAEC with where
they are in their reports. Mr. Asturias said that the state originally gave LARAEC one year to
comply, and they have exceeded that one year and have not finalized. Dr. Miller asked if the
state had been asking after LARAEC, and Mr. Asturias confirmed they had not.
Item 5.1.1 (Sept 20, 2019) – Board was informed about the completion of the enrollment count
and procedures audit. A draft report has been shared with the ET to provide them an
opportunity to review and provide some input on the responses. The LARAEC office will provide
responses to the recommendations and this will be presented to the ET for input before the
report is finalized and shared with the public (hopefully in November).
Item 5.1.2 (Sept 20, 2019) – The recommendations included in the draft enrollment count and
procedures are doable, according to Mr. Urioste’s opinion. The ET needs further clarification on
the recommendation pertaining to a “system review of all the systems generating the report”.
LAUSD uses Focus Software, the 3 remaining USD’s use ASAP, and LACCD has their own
software/system.
Item 5.1.3.a (Sept 20, 2019) – Mr. Asturias clarified that their response to the state and promise
to develop a funding formula was hinged on the audit of student counts and the procedures
those derive from. They feel some of the findings of the audit could be addressed with the
implementation of policies and procedures Vasquez et al are developing. This would clear only
one item in the pending audit requirements from the state, and the one item that remains
pending is the creation of the formula.

Other relevant information
 Item 5 ( Oct 19, 2018) – Ms. Jacquez…. She added that they need to start looking at another type
of attendance monitoring system thanks to the hiccups they’ve been having with their current
one, ASAP. She asked Mr. Gorence and Ms. Stiehl if they’d heard similar comments at the Mt.
Sac consortium meeting they attended, which they had. Ms. Montes added that she was taking
a team of coordinators and office staff to the ASAP Conference to hopefully address some of
those issues, noting that clean, complete data is critical for the work LARAEC does. MR. Urioste
added that the lack of response regarding customer service for ASAP was also driving his staff
crazy, and was unacceptable. For them it was also affecting money transactions, which are
critical accountability. He is also sending representatives to the ASAP conference.


Item 3.c.4 (Nov 2, 2018) – Mr. Stark said that in San Diego, they’re only looking at roughly 4M
AEP funds for students, and wanted to make sure that they’re comparing apples to apples. Dr.
Mullen emphasized that there are elsewhere AE is run specifically by the Community College so
that’s not all of their funding money. Ms. Stiehl clarified that only in No. 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.
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Item 2 (Feb 15, 2019) – Mr. Nelson: The budgeting process begins in October/November, and
they finalize those decisions in January/February.



Item 4.b.ii. (April 12, 2019) – Miller: So we have ftd-s like calculation as well, and you’d be
coming to the district office to get that information, so you’d only have one source. It’s positive
attendance now, but that will probably change, so it won’t be too different from the K-12 part.



Pg.6 Special Board meeting – Dr. Miller believes until adult education is seen as a major provider
and makes a difference in everyone’s life then it will be taken seriously. It has to be seen as an
essential need. Right now we are just an appendage. That’s our biggest problem.
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