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Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium Open Meeting
Van de Kamp Innovation Center, 2930 Fletcher Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90065

Friday, January 19, 2018 2:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m.

Executive Committee in attendance: Emilio Urioste, BUSD

Joseph Stark, LAUSD
Dan Garcia, MUSD
Veronica Montes, CCUSD
Robert Miller, LACCD

Project Manager: Lanzi Asturias, LARAEC
l Opening
a. Called to order at 2:05 PM by Lanzi Asturias.
. Pledge of allegiance
a. Matthew Oberiander led the pledge of allegiance.
il Consortium Updates

a. Mr. Asturias explained that they are transitioning into a new way of doing meetings, and took the
opportunity to clarify: he would be providing a small intreduction for all agenda items before
opening it up for comments from the executive team, then the public before moving on to action
items.

b. Mr. Asturias requested from the executive team motion to add an item to the agenda to review
minutes from the last session, which he forgot to include on the original agenda. Joseph Stark
moved to include the review of the minutes from last session, which was seconded by Dan
Garcia. Lanzi called a vote to modify the agenda:

The motion passes unanimously with five aye votes.

c. Joseph Stark recommended that the minutes should not be put in the form of a transcript, and

more of a summary form.
i. Emilio Urioste said that there was a motion to have the minutes placed on the agenda,
but they needed to have a motion to accept the minutes from the December 8 meeting.
ii. Dr. Robert Miller wanted to motion to send them back and have them placed in a more
summary of action form. Joseph Stark seconded that motion and moved to accept the
current minutes in terms of content with the understanding that they would be modified
in terms of format. Mr. Asturias called for the vote:
The motion passes unanimously with five aye votes.

d. Lanzi recapped that they will summarize and remove some of the narrative, but at the same
time the content of the current minutes is adopted.

e. Consortium updates from Dr. Adrienne Ann Mullen, Men Le, and Deanna Matsumoto

i. Dr. Mullen explained that the Subject Matter Experts were put on hiatus until the fall.
Recommendation is to have them reconvene and identify cne goal that they’ll complete
between now and the end of June.

ii. Men Le explained that the AEBG state office implemented new system called Nova
system for tracking data. The Request for Proposal for the LARAEC common data
system project was withdrawn and the funds will now be redistributed to each member
of the district. Not listed but very important: the state allocated 20.5 million for cost of
living and 5 million for data and accountability.
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Deanna Matsumoto went over the detalls of the 2018 LARAEC conference. It will be
held at the Sheraton Universal March 10, 2018.

137 attendees have registered so far, expected about 500. Los Angeles Public Library is
sending a contingent of 10. Vendor applications and proposals are due January 31%.
They are highlighting the student panels this year, since the student panel was one of
the most highly attended session last year.

A Mr. Stark said he was glad that student panels are being featured, and
asked where folks can go who are interested in presenting or have
ideas, and Ms. Matsumoto replied that there's a streamlined application
process on the LARAEC website.

Hl. Discussion items:
Montebello Unified School District, State Audit, LARAEC Recommendations

i.

vil.

Mr. Asturias introduced Mr. Craig Lee as Financial Manager of MUSD,

here in response to the state audit that was done at the MUSD, in particular, their
recommendations regarding the reallocation of funds related to the Montebello Aduit
School, and in collaboratiocn with LARAEC. Their report today was prepared with Mr.
Garcia. He summarized the demographics of MUSD's students:

A 75% of their students speak a second language at home
B. Per capita household income is only $18,000 compared to $31,000 for LA

County
C. 25% of population lives below poverty level, compared to 16% for LA County

Mr. Lee explained that the Montebello Adult School has implemented ASAP for
enrcliment and registration, and implementing new student to teacher ratios.

A 15-1 for ESL, High School, CitizensHip
B. 10-1 for CTE
C. 8-1 for Adulit with Disabilities.

Mr. Lee explained that this was more of a recommendation from the state audit
regarding applied minimums.

Mr. Lee broke down the current enrcliment for later on will be talking about budget
proposal and funding received from district.

A Current enrcliment unduplicated is 4,671 students

B. Current enroliment duplicated students is 5,848

MUSD is actively promoting adult school program and offering new adult classes:
EKG/ECG

Pharmacy Tech

Recreational Activities for After-School Program Certification

Forklift Certification

Adults with Disabilities

Personal Care Aide

Tmoo®p

Going forward, Mr. Garcia will provide update reports including but not limited to
enroliment and budget. Mr. Lee then presented a proposed plan for potential cuts to
MUSD following the retum of their funding:

A MUSD is proposing to defer about 31% of total AEBG funds back to LARAEC,
including all carryover, data and accountability funds, and an additional 1.2
million dollars.

They also plan to reduce their operating budget by 1.8 million for 18/19 School Year,

which will also be retumed to LARAEC. They propose to return a total of 8.1 million to

LARAEC over the next two fiscal years.
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vill.

Xi.

xii.

A Mr. Urioste asked if they had plans for their large carryover. Mr. Lee sald they
had had turmoil within their district at the start of 16/17 School Year. At that time
because of the turmoil, the district placed a hold or freeze on new hires and new
spending. Mr. Urioste then asked for clarification that they are proposing a
budget excluding a cost of living adjustment, and that still allows them to
implement new programs and building construction plans. Mr. Lee said he
believed so.

B. Dr. Miller said that it struck him as incredibly responsible and very much
appreciated. He wanted to know if they could have action on it now, and Mr.
Asturias said that they needed public and board comments before voting on
action items.

Mr. Stark wanted to echo what Dr. Miller said, that Mr. Garcia, and his district took
recommendations very seriously from the Montebello audit vis a vis the adult program,
and took action to ensure that money was accounted for and there was a plan moving
forward.

Mr. Stark then addressed the significant shortfall LAUSD would experience, going into
the next fiscal year: the fact that they have not had a COLA from AEBG for the past
several years has had a tremendous impact on LAUSD and other districts. He
questioned the fairness of the of the redistribution scheme currently in place.

A Mr. Stark emphasized that LAUSD would need 7 million doltars to sustain the
school programs that they have going into next year. Not here to come across
as overly punitive, but | have tremendous needs as we all do with programs and
a shortfall just trying to sustain what we have.

B. Mr. Stark wondered if MUSD would consider going to state MOE in terms of
funding at least moving forward next year, and this board could determine what
the MOE was.

C. Mr. Asturias said for the sake of transparency, if the board proceeded the way
it is been suggested so far by MUSD, they'd have to prolong the issue until next
year because they'd have to revisit and change the CFAD this year and next

year as well.

Ms. Montes said that she didn't understand Mr. Asturias, and asked for clarification: if
they make a decision now about this amount, she wondered if it applies to this year's
funding and next year’s funding.

A Mr. Asturias explained that part of it does. The carmryover of 4.6 million dollars
from Montebello is a one-time issue, and doesn't affect the current funding of
LARAEC.

B. He explained that when the consortium funding of LARAEC is taken from one
district and redistributed, that becomes permanent, and next year’s funding
would be based on that formula. But because there is a return of that permanent
funding this year and next year, they have to present a recalculation of this
year's and year's funding to the state, and would have to extend reports to the
state auditor’s office beyond the one year they are scheduled to report for.

Mr. Garcia weighed in that the State Auditor gave Montebello Unified School District a
year to make something happen after the audit, and they made it happen in a month. He
emphasized that with the cuts and retumns of budgets, MUSD would be going back to
MOE levels of 2008 or 2009.

A Mr. Stark thought it was important that they are having sensitive conversations
in public, and administering funds in the best way possible. Mr. Stark explained

that LAUSD needed to understand where they stood in terms of incoming funds
to mitigate any possible cuts.
Mr. Stark proposed that with 4.8 million sitting in an account related to MUSD, they
should authorize a one-time redistribution of funds to the other districts in a way that was
equitable to ensure that services to students are fulfilled.
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Xiii,

A Dr. Miller confirmed that Mr. Stark wanted 4.6 million redistributed one-time
among the districts. Mr. Stark confirmed, and said that 51 positions were on the
chopping block at LAUSD.

B. Mr. Lee said that there might be some confusion as to how he presented
information.

R He said that if MUSD had the money now, they would give back $6.2
miilion dollars, including carryover and data accountability. However,
they can't just lay people off tomorrow, and need time to work with
district and employee organizations.

i They can't give over $4.2 million and carryover immediately, since the
state gives money on monthly basis. They are proposing over the

course of this year to give back 6.2 million dollars, and next year give
back the remainder, as well as reducing their operating budget down to
12.4 million dollars.

il Mr. Lee explained that they don't have the cash in their budget to return
this money all at once, but that between now and June 30®, 6.3 million
will come back to this consortium, 4.6 million one-time, and 1.6 ongoing.

Ms. Montes emphasized that they needed to also make clear what every district's
carryover is for the 2016/2017 school year, needing to understand everyone eise's
carryover when considering the distribution of Montebello’s carryover.

A Mr. Stark added that districts need to disclose other sources of funds (for some,
AEBG is their main funding. He emphasized that LAUSD is not looking for a
LARAEC bailout, but they are 100% grant-funded with AEBG and some other
supplemental sources.

B. Dr. Miller added just to go on record that LACCD uses all the AEBG funds they
get in support of adult education classes, and that their carryover last year was
more than it should have been because they were still getting adult programs up
and running.

Mr. Stark said that he had prepared detailed information and numbers regarding after
seeing the vote on distributing the funds Montebello was returning on the agenda. He
explained that time was not on LAUSD's side when it comes to needing to make up their
budget shortfall. They have a lot of difficult decisions to make and not a lot of time to
make them in.

A Dr. Miller fully concurred, and since carryover money has also been available
since reported in the state report months ago, he agrees with Mr. Stark and is
fully prepared to take action today.

B. Mr. Urioste asked what specific action they are prepared to take, and Dr. Miller
replied that they weren't at an action point yet according to the agenda, but the
plan for allocation was outlined in Mr. Lee's presentation when they get to the
vote on acting according to that plan. He also was okay if someone wanted to
propose a different plan from their established ailocation formula.

Mr. Stark reiterated that they needed to ook at this in terms of the harsh realities
currently present in the budget scenario, and to frame discussion of plans and allocation
in terms of what districts need to do right now to stay alive and remain whole.

A If the consortium’s goal at minimum is to sustain adult ed, if this proposal is
acceptable, there’s no compelling reason to change a funding formula that's
been Iin place for several years because it is equitable.

B. Mr. Stark reiterated that LAUSD has numbers today on how each dollar
translates to programs, education. He’s not saying they are the only ones putting
in the work, but they are putting up major numbers with regards to diplomas,
educational gains. So he agrees with Dr. Miller to use the current distribution
formula to get at least LAUSD whole, and get Culver, Burbank, Montebello,
LACCD as whole as possible for next year, and then everybody needs to lobby
Sacramento for more money.
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Xvi.

Xvii.

C.

Dr. Miller offered that LACCD will defer income from the Montebello returning
money one-time this year to LARAEC. Mr. Stark was appreciative of Dr.
Miller's gesture.

Ms. Montes raised the paint that they can’t use the same distribution formula because
Montebello is not getting any returning money and is taken into account by the formula.
Dr. Miller emphasized that this was a one-time deal that would buy them another year,
and they should be cautious because of that.

A

Mr. Urioste raised the issue that Dr. Miller's proposal to defer their portion of the
returning funds to LARAEC was unexpected, and that if they are going to be

fully transparent, then to make decisions today about distribution would be rash

given the large amount of money involved. He proposed taking time to digest all
the information and for the board to come back and make presentations
regarding what each district's plans would be for that funding.

Mr. Stark respectfully disagrees with Mr. Urioste because the stakes are so
much higher for LAUSD. He wants to remind the board that when they submit
these agendas and there's an action item on there, it tells him that each of us
needs to come prepared to take action on those items. So he is not comfortable
and would not support deferral on any action on the agenda. As a board, they
owe it to constituents, students, staff to make hard decisions.

Dr. Miller said that it was a lot of money, and making a decision here today is |
like winning the lottery and not having anything to show for it a year later. He
suggested they need to be a little bit of time to digest. Mr. Stark said that if this
was first time they’d talked about it, he would agree with Dr. Miller, but this has
been coming for a long time, and LAUSD has had staff preparing for this
meeting. He feels fully prepared to put forward a proposal for a vote today given
what Montebello has shared.

Mr. Asturias interjected to say that he had actually worked with LARAEC staff in
preparation to create a template that would tell the board what everybody would get out
of the returned funds based on the original distribution allccation formula, removing
Montebello from the equation but not LACCD.

A

Ms. Montes expressed concemn because the people who developed this
template are all LAUSD employees since there is not a LARAEC central office
yet, and as a result Culver City didn't have access to it to process and verify it.
Mr. Stark was for putting the data on the board to discuss.

Mr. Asturias put the template on the screen, and explained that what they did is
remove the 12% that Montebello currently receives as part of their allocation,
and proportionally added that to everybody’s allocation. Made Burbank go from
2% to 2.3% of consortia funding, Culver City from 1.2% to 1.46%. Lanzi
suggested populating the formula in two stages because it does affect allocation

they need to submit to state. So they first put in the one-time funding amount of
$4,665,368.

Mr. Stark said that they know that Culver and Burbank are looking at this and
saying “What am | going to do with $64,000 and $105,0007" They have to lcok
at what they need. He can show you what LAUSD needs, and the board needs
to go off that. If they take LACCD's portion which they've tied to LARAEC and

look at a base then that could be added per CCUSD and BUSD need if they
brought that today in terms of what they need for this year, and could propose
that that could be part of this distribution formula.

Dr. Miller: Let's say Burbank and Culver have a number in mind; how does that
comport with what Mr. Stark just said about the base and whatever the
percentage is? Mr. Stark explained that there were a couple of approaches; they
can talk percentages and formulas all day tong, but ultimately what they want to
hear is what the districts need. Because these are one-time funds. LAUSD is
accessing one-time funds in addition to AEBG to stay whole for next year. As
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Xviii.

Xix.

they are looking at one-time funds one idea would be to do a base plus
percentage.

E. Mr. Asturias added that for the purpose of Consortia Funding there were some
consortia that were so small that the state felt it was necessary to add a base so
that everyone would get a realistic amount of funding so they could implement
an adult education program. He said that the state used an arbitrary amount of
$750,000 for the base.

F. Mr. Stark said that from LAUSD's standpoint, they were not just looking to
LARAEC to ball us out. They are utilizing a number of other avenues to sustain
themselves including cuts. But this data is going to get them to the point where
they don't have to cut deeper, and sustain programs. He then asked if the board
wanted to see what LAUSD has to present.

Mr. Garcia emphasized the need to move on since the presentation and money were
already on the table, and that they needed to determine a formula. Ms. Montes
confirmed that the first action item was to vote on the 8.1 million for this year and for
next year from Montebello. This was confirmed, and Mr. Stark moved to accept
Montebello’s proposal in which they've determined a specific amount.

Mr. Stark moved to accept Montebello’s proposal in which they've determined specific
amount. The final text of the motion was finalized as, “Action item A-1(b): The 2017-
2018 MUSD returned one-time funds will be distributed by June 30, 2018. $4,685,368
and $385,477 to be distributed to BUSD, CCUSD, and LAUSD per formula to be
determined and approved by the LARAEC Executive Board.

A Dr. Miller then moved to change the order of the agenda to vote on the action
item, and Mr. Stark seconded. The vote was called for:

The motion was unanimously approved with 5 aye votes.

B. Stark moved to distribute one-time funds from MUSD as specified in Action ltem
A-1(b). Ms. Montes seconded, and the vote was called for:

The motion was unanimously approved with 5 aye votes.

Mr. Miller explained that as far as the ongoing fund was concerned, LACCD needs time
to consider the allocation because their district will need to grow and change in the
future. He is not in a position today to yield that money permanently. He asked if it was
absolutely essential that they deal with the second motion teday or can they defer to do
research and get planning right?

A Mr. Asturias’ concem was procedural, depending on when the next meeting is,
considering that they have a deadline to inform the state when funding allocation
is going to be.

B. Mr. Miller then asked that it be drafted and reconsidered since they can't
seeffeelitouch the data and tangibles of the second motion.

Mr. Asturias drew the board's attention to agenda Action item A-3, which asks the board
to look at requirements for reports from Montebello on a quarterly basis until the audit
issue is resolved. The reports would include MUSD's efforts to ensure effectiveness of
services, growth targets, expenditures consistent with RCP goals, and activities aligned
with LARAEC's Regional Comprehensive Plan.

A Mr. Garcia pointed out that these items have not been defined as far as he know
knows, and Mr. Asturias confirmed they were just general items.

B. Mr. Stark said that they are all supposed to be demonstrating these as members
of the consortium but have not defined what they are yet. He's happy to approve

Page6



the item with the understanding that they need to develop specific
metrics for these items to be voted on at a future meeting and have staff
provide recommendations on what those metrics should be.

C. The board then revised A-3 to include language where the Board recommends
that staff identify metrics for each of the items above.

I Mr. Urloste added that they already know some of these because they
were cited in the audit. Mr. Garcia commented that in the future all
members are going to be held accountable with quarterly reports, with
Mr. Asturias adding that they are already held accountable with quarterly
reports via the TE system.

i Dr. Miller clarified that because they were dealing with MUSD today, it
had to be MUSD-specific, but they will come back and have this apply to
everyone.

D. Mr. Garcia motioned for the board to look at requirements for reports from
Montebello on a quarterly basis until the audit issue is resolved. The reports
would include MUSD's efforts to ensure effectiveness of services, growth
targets, expenditures consistent with RCP goals, and activities aligned with
LARAEC's Regional Comprehensive Plan, and to recommends the staff identify
metrics for each of these items. Mr. Urioste seconded, and Mr. Asturias called
for the vote:

The motion passes unanimously with five aye votes.
Xxii.  Dr. Miller then thanked the members from MUSD who presented.

b. LARAEC will hire an independent auditor to review performance and fiscal activities

i. Mr. Asturias explained that the board looked into the possibility of hiring an auditor to
help implement appropriate accounting procedures so the LARAEC portion of
consortium becomes audit-proof as well. LARAEC reached out to four firms to help
towards this goal and to develop procedures to address state auditor’s findings related
to LARAEC from the Montebsllo audit. So the motion would direct LARAEC to get
reports of what firms want to do and how much it will cost with a schedule of activities,
and present those reports to board for their decision.

ii. Dr. Miller suggested the following change in wording: “The LARAEC board directs staff
to secure proposals to hire an independent auditor to review performance and fiscal
activities and then to make a recommendation to the Board to the hiring of an audit firm.”
There were no objections.

iii. Dr. Miller so moved, and Mr. Stark seconded. The vote was called for:
The motion passes unanimously with five aye votes.

c. Discuss the proposal for facilitation services to be provided by SEEDS’ Brigitte Marshall

i Mr. Asturias explained that a summary of the proposal has been distributed as part of
the handouts. In essence what she will be helping LARAEC to do is a combination of
strategic and 3-year planning activities and state audit support. The work will invoive
point person team, executive team, and everyone together as needed. The amount she
proposed for one year was working two days per month with each group.

ii. Mr. Stark said one issue is having worked with her in the past, they might be happy with
past services rendered by her, but they might not have done the required due diligence
in seeking out proposals. Since they are responsible for public funds, should they go out
with a formal or informal process to make sure they are getting a good deal?

fi. Dr. Miller agreed that they need to get recommendations and offer our own
recommendations and issue request for quotations to the bodies that do that. On the
basis of this paper, he's not prepared to authorize $132,000.
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vil.

Viii.

A Mr. Urioste agreed, saying that any time they invoive the executive team in work
like this, the public would have to be involved tco, so just for that alone, they
need to secure other proposals.

B. Dr. Mullen addressed the board and agreed, saying the costs are high
with no specific deliverables, and the proposal is sparse.

Mr. Asturias suggested to rephrase the motion to say that the board is directing staff to

prepare a request for proposal for review by the executive board.

A Dr. Mullen emphasized that it has to be more than just “facilitation®, and that
they need to look for someone to move the agenda item into completion.

B. Dr. Miller also emphasized the need to be very clear and specific regarding
actions.

Mr. Asturias explained that it the motion was tied into facilitation services that the

individual has already provided. Since she is moving on to another organization, she

wanted to give the board the opportunity to continue these services before her schedule
fills up.

A Ms. Montes said that her joining another organization demonstrates the need for
a reevaluation.

Mr. Stark thought this was a good opportunity to step back and look at what their needs

really are at this point. Dr. Miller agreed that to give a blanket guarantee of money

without specifics of what she'll be delivering seems like putting the cart before the horse.

Dr. Miller recommended bringing a request back to the board for funding very specific

projects and needs.

A Mr. Stark agreed, and emphasized that the deliverables have to be very clear.
That's where staff and point people can be quite valuable weighing in on what
they have the capacity to do, juxtaposed against work we have to do for the
three-year plan.

B. Mr. Urioste pointed out that “facilitation® can be taken many different ways in the
eyes of the public and the board, and so proposals need to spell out what it
means.

Dr. Miller moved for staff to prepare a solicitation in support of the development of

LARAEC's three-year plan and bring a recommendation back to the board for

consideration, Mr. Urioste seconded, and the vote was called for:

The motion passed unanimously with five aye votes.

d. Approval of the LARAEC office staff funding proposition.

ii.

Mr. Asturias explained that last time he presented to the board a plan for staffing a
LARAEC office, which was approved. it had some contingencies with some of the staff
members who are still in freeze committee because they are being hired through
LAUSD. Mr. Asturias submitted the LARAEC office staff funding proposition to the board
as is for consideration. Mr. Garcia motioned to approve, Mr. Urioste seconded, and the
vote was called for:

The motion passed unanimously with five aye votes.

At this point, Mr. Asturias made sure that everyone was okay with continuing the agenda
because the original time for the meeting had been exceeded. There were no objections.

e. Approval of the LARAEC Data and Accountability withdrawn RFP funds distribution formula

Mr. Garcla clarified that Montebello has aiready proposed to return their data and
accountabiiity, so the amount can't be correct.
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A Mr. Asturias explained that this amount was in play before Montebello’s, so
acting chronologically, MUSD would still be retumed money, but they can make
a note that MUSD will be redistributing their retumned funds.

The state distributed $4.6 million to LARAEC for their Data and Accountability System

development. $1.26 million was rétained to pay for a request for proposal, and since

then that RFP has been withdrawn, and now LARAEC has funds that need to be

distributed to member districts.

Mr. Urioste motioned to approve the RFP funds distribution formula suggested by

LARAEC's Point Persons Team to the executive board, and Mr. Stark seconded. The

vote was called for:

The motion passes unanimously with five aye votes.

LARAEC Fee Policy

-
ll.

Mr. Asturias explained that the state has put together a fees policy for the adult
education program in the state. It has been published, and the fee

pretty much emulates what the LARAEC members are already doing. So motion is to
adopt the AEBG fee as LARAEC policy.

A Mr. Urioste had a question: on page two it has on the second sentence that K-12
fee structure must be included in consortia's annual plans, and he wanted to
make sure that's In LARAEC's annual plan. Mr. Asturias explained that the
policy came out after their own annual plan was created.

B. Mr. Urioste commented that their AEBG process is evolving, is much different
today than it was in 2014, and will be very different two years from now. His
concem is making sure they are aware of what they are requiring, and that they
place this fee structure in the annual plan so they don't omit that going forward.
He doesn't know whether they are talking about within that plan each individual
district include what their CTE fee structure is.

C. Mr. Urioste proposed that they contact the AEBG office regarding that fee
structure as to whether it is a consortium fee or individual members of that
consortium.

. Mr. Asturias summed up that the directive was to reach out to the AEBG
to determine if the CTE fees apply to the consortium or each district can
have their own policy. Mr. Urioste clarified that they should also ask
whether in the annual plan, the fee structure is an average of
consortia members or it s each individual district's CTE fee
structure.

Mr. Asturias summarized Action Item F: Reach out to the AEBG Office to determine the
extent to which each member district fee policy needs to be included in the Annual Plan.
He also said it was more of a directive, which didn't require a vote, and Mr. Stark
proposed striking it from the agenda since they were all in agreement. Mr. Asturias then
called for a vote on striking it:

The action item was stricken from the agenda with a unanimous vote of five aye votes.

Brown Act training for Point Person Team and staffers

Mr. Asturias explained that as the AEBG office recognizes that the Brown Act should
apply to all consortia, they are now all required to comply with the act. Point Person
Teams and staff are looking for the authority to retain training or contracting for training.
Ms. Montes questioned why it was on the agenda, and Mr. Stark pointed out that since
they'll all have to be participating, training should be as part of an open public mesting.
Mr. Urioste subsequently moved to strike the item from the agenda, which was
seconded by Mr. Stark. Mr. Asturias called for the vote to strike:
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w.

The Item was stricken from the agenda unanimously with five aye votes.

New proposed agenda format that includes the following standing agenda items:
1. Policy and Legislation

2. Innovation and Best Practices

3. Professional Development

4.Operations

§.Announcements

i. Mr. Asturias clarified that they wouldn't necessarily have these agenda items on every
agenda. The board unanimously approved and agreed to the new agenda format going
forward.

ii. Mr. Stark made the suggestion that down the road at some point they might want to
have a student representative as part of the board and could be something where they
rotate a student rep through each of the districts.

i. Schedule of Open Meetings (LARAEC needs to schedule periodic meetings)

i. Mr. Asturias explained that the Point Person Team is suggesting that they need to
schedule periodic mestings and defer to the board on the frequency of such meetings.

ii. Veronica proposed to meet monthly according to their original schedule, on the third
Friday of the month.

ifi. Mr. Asturias asked whether meeting according to that schedule from 2:00 p.m. to 4:00
p-m. works, or if meetings from 1:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. worked better. Dr. Miller
suggested meeting from 1:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m.

iv. The board agreed to have the next meeting on February 237, and as a matter of
procedure automatically go to next Friday if the third Friday of a month happens to be on
a holiday. Mr. Urioste also volunteered to host meetings in Burbank.

V. Ms. Montes motioned to have pericdically scheduled meetings, and propose that
meetings are monthly on the third Friday of the month from 1:30 PM and 3:30 PM, and
to move the meeting to the next Friday if it falls on a holiday. The motion was seconded
by Mr. Stark, and Mr. Asturias called for the vote:

The motion passes unanimously with five aye votes.

Public Comment

b.

Mr. Sergio Hernandez had asked to comment, but after board discussion had no comments at
this time.

Dr. Mullen had no comments at this time, having already made them during board

discussion.

V. Board Members’ Comments and Responses

\"/5

b.

c.

A five-minute break was called by Mr. Asturias, and the rcom was called back to order at 4:42
p.m.

Mr. Asturias raised a question related to the LARAEC conference: last year they had their open
meeting at the end of conference from 2-4, and there was some displeasure at that because it
made for a very long day. Question is, do they have the LARAEC open meeting as scheduled,
the following week on the 18™, or do we tie it at the end of the conference?

The board unanimously agreed to leave it on the 18" as scheduled.

Action tems
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Deferred action item A-1(b): 2017-18 MUSD returned on-going funds will be distributed by June
30, 2018. $1,269,155 ongoing funds will be distributed to LACCD, BUSD, CCUSD, and LAUSD
per formula to be determined and approved by the LARAEC Executive Board by June 30, 2018.
In addition, $1,880,843 will be distributed to LACCD, BUSD, CCUSD, and LAUSD per formula to
be determined and approved by the LARAEC Executive Board by June 30, 2019.

i. There was some confusion as to why the ongoing funds were split into two amounts,
and Mr. Asturias clarified that it was because of the nature of the redistribution and
reporting needs for the State, the amount was split into two years.

ii. Ms. Montes clarified that there was also $5,030,845 in question one-time apart from the
action item’s amounts, and motioned that Instead of using the distribution allccation
formula to allocate those moneys, that they distribute $750,000 for Culver City USD, $1
million for Burbank, and $3,280,845 for LAUSD.

A Mr. Stark asked what those numbers were based on, with Ms. Montes replying
that they were “need-based". Mr. Asturias said that they could unstrike item A2
from the agenda if need be to determine a formula for the one-time distribution.

B. Mr. Stark thought that they would be voting on very arbitrary amounts, and was
curious to know what those amounts are going to fund and why Culver City is
asking for that amount specifically.

C. Dr. Miller reminded the board that according to procedural rules, they have to
have a second or not for the motion. Mr. Urioste seconded.

D. Ms. Montes explained that the initial percentages used for the distribution
allocation formula years ago were not percentages that she wanted to continue
using moving forward. Absent a request to completely revisit the formula, this
proposal was to deal with the one-time moneys they have right now, and was
based on need though would not cover everything Culver USD or Burbank
needs.

E Mr. Stark reiterated that that doesn't help explain with what those moneys will be
used for. For LAUSD they have the cost of sustaining summer school at $2.5
million, cost of a pay Increase at $4.6 million. And they have to consider
students with disabilities funding cut as well, and those make up their $7 million
shortfall. Can Cuiver a Burbank speak to what gaps they are actually trying to
close to explain why they arrived on that number and what it is supposed to soive?
He then confirmed that the proposal would amount to a 50% increase in funds for
Culver City, and reiterated that it is important if they are asking for more funds,
they need to be clear.

F. Mr. Urioste asked if this was an increase to cover an increase in certificated
salaries, etc., and MS. Montes said that it was. At this point the motion was
called for a vote:

LACCD Nay
BUSD: Aye
CCUSD: Aye
LAUSD: Nay
MUSD: Abstain

It is discussed later in the meeting that pursuant to Robert's Rules of
Parliamentary Procedure under the Brown Act, all votes to abstain count as nay
in cases of votes needing a majority, and the motion fails with two nay votes,two

yay votes, and one abstention.
G. Mr. Garcia explained that it is part of LARAEC's money now, MUSD gave it up,

so he was abstaining, and thought that the other districts should have a proposal
to use that money like the one they put together.

H. At this point Mr. Asturias explained that the vote was tied, and their bylaws do
not specify how to break a tie. Dr. Miller suggested that Robert’s Rules of
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i,

vi.

vii.

vii.

ix.

xii.

xiii,

Parliamentary Procedure, under the Brown Act, should have an extension
addressing that. Mr. Garcia suggested calling a special board meeting and
voting on the distribution of funds after proposals are made.

Mr. Stark asked whether people were willing to budge on the precise numbers of the
previous motion, saying that the numbers presented seemed like they were more than
just to sustain districts. Rather, they seemed to be for adding and expanding, which is
fine, but they should know what the districts are going to do with the amounts.

Ms. Montes said she was willing to negotiate the numbers, but not to distribute the
money by the original formula’s percentages. She was also happy to defer this decision
to a later date.

Mr. Stark also offered that at the end of the day if the numbers aren't going to change,

that's fine, but that it is a little odd that CCUSD hasn't explained their numbers in greater
detail. He explained that it doesn't have to be a line-item analysis, just that more
information is needed.

A Ms. Montes wanted to be clear that the percentages in the distribution
formula were moved around when it was first made to address negotiating a
number, and that CCUSD accepted their percentage at the time because other
districts did not budge.

Dr. Miller then read out from the rules of the Brown Act: in instances where members are
required to have a majority, abstentions are counted as a “no” vote.

Mr. Urioste wanted to clarify that BUSD does have numbers prepared, and can share
and discuss them, but that they really need to do is have a special meeting to make
these presentations given the debate and questions they are encountering in this
meeting. Mr. Stark said that he'd be wiiling to vote on the 3.2 million proposal if it means
having a bird in the hand, especially if they are just going to end up wasting two weeks
to come back and find Burbank won't budge and Culver won't budge.

Ms. Montes then suggested they go back to Mr. Garcia, because he may not have
known that his abstention would be a no vote. However, Dr. Miller countered that Dan
already stated his reasons for abstaining, and it should stand. Mr. Asturias suggested
that the board finalize the vote, and then Mr. Urioste can introduce a new motion.

Mr. Urioste explained that what Burbank would need to sustain its programs for the
18/19 year is $847,000. Part of this is to keep their summer school going. They've taken
on students with disabilities, and have positions that they have not filled at all because
costs have gone up. And for them, it is the salary increases, as it is with everyone, along
with certificated and classified salaries. He explained that Burbank might have to rethink
summer programs for ESL, the expansion of counseling hours, and summer school
programs as a result.

Ms. Montes then introduced that $681,547 in additional funds will allow CCUSD to
sustain. This didn't address AP classes, or adding an extra counselor, and also added
that she didn't have a team to help her prepare any numbers like LAUSD.

Dr. Miller then moved that Burbank receives 847,000, Culver receives 682,000, and the
remainder of the balance being redistributed goes to LAUSD, which was calculated at
$3,501,845. Ms. Montes seconded it. Mr. Stark expressed that he appreciates Burbank
and Culver City being willing to maneuver a little bit here and provide some information
so he feels like he knows what he's voting on.

The motion was approved unanimously with five aye votes.

Mr. Asturias reminded the board that they still have the pending item of the distribution

of the ongoing amount. He asked if the board wanted to address it now or defer it, and
Mr. Stark was in favor of addressing it now because Mr. Garcia's team prepared under
the understanding that the board would be taking action on it.

Dr. Miller moved that the ongoing funds be allocated in the manner in which the current
allocation formula dictates. Mr. Stark seconded.
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A Ms. Montes said that she felt if they were going forward with allocation formulas
it was time to revisit creating a new formula, because their current percentage in
the allocation will mean they receive very littie of the $1.8 million mentioned in
the motion.

B. Dr. Miller followed up by saying that's a bigger discussion, and that the 1.8 is a
relatively small amount of money in a special case. That money would get
distributed according to the formula and is ongoing until such time the state
changes the allocation to our group or we change the allocation formula.

C. Mr. Garcia raised a point of clarification, asking whether if the state changes our
allocation and it increases, Montebello would be back into that ailocation, and
Dr. Miller and Mr. Asturias confirmed this. Dr. Mullen asked what the total
amount was for the ongoing funds, and Mr. Asturias clarified that the first
amount is $1.269 million to be distributed by June 30, 2018. The second is

$1.880 million to be distributed by June 30, 2019.

D. Ms. Montes said she was fine with making this decision for the 1.2 and the 1.8,
but that she wanted a different distribution formula by the time Montebello
returns and receives ongoing funds again. Mr. Asturias said that the board could

always suggest that a review of the current allocation formula be implemented
as well. As long as there is consent among the board, the state would agree to
revise the allocation formula.

E. Mr. Stark also raised the issue that the legislation around AEBG grants specified
it as a performance-based grant, and that at some point the they would have to
really talk about performance and reconcile with the legislation. The funding is
supposed to be about stability, not these massive swings in allocation. So the
idea that they would be doing any drastic change to a formula going forward,
they'd want to leave the possibility open to revisit that, but be careful not to
shuffle the whole deck again and start from scratch. By voting on this today, |
don't think we're precluding any future discussions or votes on that issue.

l Dr. Miller confirmed that the California Community College is
about to change dramatically in July 2018, so this whole notion
of performance-based has been kicking around for half a dozen
years at least, and it is here. He heartily agrees that this is
where they should be going.

. Mr. Urioste wanted to share that they are a very unique
consortium in terms of demographics and size, and that one of
the factors we need to look at is economies of scale. When
Culver or Burbank initiate a new program, the cost will be
greater than it will be for a larger district with greater resources.
And he thought they did need to consider some of those things
for the future.

xiv.  There was a final clarification that the total of the ongoing amount in the motion was
$3,149,998, and the vote was called.

LACCD: Aye
BUSD: Aye
CCUSD: Nay
LAUSD: Aye
MUSD: Aye

The motion passes with four aye votes and one nay vote.

Vil.  Next Open Meeting is February 23rd, 2018. No locations determined yet.
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Vil

a. Mr. Urioste said that the Summit is Monday and Tuesday, and on January 24* there is AEBG

training that Neil Kelly from the AEBG office and Jay Wright from CASAS will be present for at
Burbank. The training is critical because funding was distributed late and how those dollars are
distributed has changed.

b. Dr. Miller sincerely thanked everyone in the room for doing what they do every day for their
students. And as hard as it is for them all to provide adult education services, it is really God’s
work and he appreciates his colleagues sitting up here and making the tough decisions.

c. Dr. Mullen asked for clarification on what was listed as a LARAEC office amount on the
template, and Mr. Asturias explained that the meney allotted to fund a LARAEC office becomes
LAUSD’s money if they don't separate the amount out on the template and allow a small
increase.

Meeting was adjourned at 5:39 p.m.
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