
	

	

Vision Statement 

LARAEC will provide seamless pathways to workforce and higher education that are efficient, 

comprehensive, student‐centered, and regionally relevant. 

Mission Statement 

LARAEC will sustain, expand, and improve adult education. 
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REGULAR	MEETING	
ANNOUNCEMENT	

 

Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium 

School Name 
School Address 

May 17, 2019    1:30 PM 
LARAEC Regular Board Meeting  

Agenda 
 

1. Call to Order 

1.1 Pledge of Allegiance 
1.2 Approval of the agenda 
1.3 Approval of the minutes 

a. Regular Meeting April 

 

  Veronica Montes 

 

2. Public Comment    Veronica Montes 

3. Program Updates     

Budget: Upcoming CAEP and Data and Accountability 

deadlines and updates 

  Grace Ocampo 

 

4. Information/Discussion Items 

4.1 Discuss scheduled Board Meeting for June 21, 2019

4.2 Discuss STEP Pilot Direction and Next Steps 

   

Lanzi Asturias 

 

5. Board Member Reports    Executive Board 

6. Action Items 

6.1 Approve proposed LARAEC Board Meeting Schedule 

for 2019‐2020 

6.2 2019‐2022 ‐ 3‐Year Plan Approval  

6.3 2019‐20 Annual Plan concept approval   

  Lanzi Asturias 
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7. Consent Agenda 
Approve Capital Outlay – LAUSD 

  

   

Men Le 

 

 

 

Announcements: 

 

Next Board Meeting ‐ TBD 

   

Adjourn    Veronica Montes 

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

Minutes- Regular Meeting 
 

Friday, April 12, 2019 
1:00 AM – 5:00 PM 
 

Van De Kamp Innovation Center 
2930 Fletcher Drive, LA 90065 

 

Executive Board Members in           Point Person Team Members Staff  
Emilio Urioste, Burbank USD X Rosalinda Brewington, BUSD X Lanzi Asturias, Project Director X 
Veronica Montes, Culver City USD X Elvis Carias, CCUSD X Michele Stiehl, Advisor X 
Dr. Robert Miller, LACCD X Dr. Adrienne Ann Mullen, LACCD X Justin Gorence, Advisor X 
Joseph Stark, Los Angeles USD X Men Le, LAUSD X Grace Ocampo, Budget Analyst  X 
Alice Jacquez, Montebello USD X Philip Tenorio, MUSD X Vacant, Secretary 
 

1  
Call to Order 

 
 

1.1 Pledge of Allegiance Rosalinda 
Brewington 

1.2 Approval of the Agenda 
Dr. Miller moved to approve the agenda, Mr. Stark seconded. Mr. Urioste, Dr. 

Miller, and Mr. Stark voted to approve the agenda. Ms. Montes and 
Ms. Jacquez were absent. The agenda was approved. 

Mr. Urioste 

1.3 Approval of the Minutes  
a. Regular Board Meeting, March 2019 

I.      Dr. Miller moved to approve the minutes from the March 2019 
Regular Board Meeting. Mr. Stark seconded. Under changes, 
Mr. Urioste noted that in item 7 on page 5, “undermarketing” 
should be “under the item of marketing”.  

II.      Mr. Urioste, Dr. Miller, and Mr. Stark voted to approve the 
minutes. Ms. Montes and Ms. Jacquez were absent. The 
minutes were approved. 

           ​ b. Special Board Meeting, March 2019 
I. Dr. Miller moved to approve the minutes from the March 2019 

Special Board Meeting. Mr. Stark seconded. Ms. Jacquez 
arrived at 1:11 PM. Mr. Urioste, Dr. Miller, Mr. Stark, and Ms. 
Jacquez voted to approve the minutes. Ms. Montes was 
absent. The minutes were approved. 

Mr. Urioste 

2 
 Public 

Comment 

                 There was no public comment.  

3  
Program 
Updates 

 

3.1 Budget 
a. Upcoming CAEP and Data and Accountability deadlines 

and updates 
I. Ms. Ocampo explained a memo from the state regarding the 

use of CAEP funds, and said she would be sending the latest 
fiscal guidlines to the board next week. 

II. She then gave deadline reminders for Data and 
Accountability reports, final budget revisions, and work plan 
revisions due to LARAEC and the state. 

Grace 
Ocampo 
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III. She then gave reminders for Q3 progress and expense 
reports, and the fiscal year 2020 CAEP funds CFAD. 

4 
Informational 

Items 

I.1 Information Items  
a. LARAEC Board Meetings School Year 2019-2020 Calendar 

Discussion 
I. Mr. Asturias explained the LARAEC office’s 

recommendations for the meeting dates for 2019-2020 based 
on their previous history. For the August meeting, it is usually 
on the 3rd Friday of that month, but that Friday in 2019, 4 
districts aren’t in session, so they recommend moving to the 
next week.  

II. Mr. Stark asked if there was a reason they could not meet 
quarterly instead of monthly. Dr. Miller suggested every other 
month; he will not be available on August 23rd, and asked if 
they need to have meetings in the summer at all. 

III. Ms. Montes arrived at 1:17 PM. 
IV. Mr. Asturias said that he could not think of any pressing 

issues; historically, they have moved to quarterly meetings, 
and it was felt they were not meeting enough then. He 
suggested meeting every other month could work better. Mr. 
Urioste suggested, in that case, starting in September, so that 
they would then have a meeting in November and an 
adjusted meeting in January since they don’t meet in 
December currently. 

V. Mr. Asturias said, if it pleased the board, that he and the 
LARAEC office will propose a schedule taking into account 
their comments, and would check with staff it that will work 
out given the reports that need to be filled out and submitted 
for board approval. 

b. Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP LARAEC Audit Plan 
Presentation 

I. Brandon Harrison introduced himself as a partner at VTD, 
and was contacted by Mr. Asturias a couple months ago 
when they put out a bid. There were two pieces: agreed upon 
procedures and and the financial statement piece. In the last 
few months, 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 agreed-upon procedures audit. Mr. Harrison then 
explained their methodology for collecting data and reviewing 
enrollment processes. He added that within the community 
college system the testing will be different to the other 
individual member districts. 

II. Miller: So we have an ftds-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 
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K12 part. Montes: We just have you doing enrollment, we 
haven’t made decisions on funding. 

III. Stark: In terms of looking at the 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? 

IV. 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 be the 
case; however, the original approach was to create a set of 
protocols, that have not been created 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 be developing the protocols. Montes: So 
first is enrollment, then protocol, then financial. 

V. Harrison: WE couldn’t be the 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.  

VI. 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. 

VII. Miller: Do you need any action from us? Lanzi: Nope, just 
informational. 

VIII. Jacquez: Timeline says effective or approx. April 15. Do we 
plan to begin procedures on April 15? Harrison: We wanted to 
get in guidance the board had first, but we’ll finalize the 
engagement letter first and set up dates. It will be pretty soon. 
Jacquez: Just for information’s sake, MUSD is starting its 
Spring Break. 

 

5 
 Board 

Member 
Reports 

LAUSD: 
 

a.    There was no board member report.  
 

Mr. Stark 

BUSD:  
 

a.    There was no board member report.  
 

Mr Urioste 

LACCD:  
 

Dr. Miller 
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a.    There was no board member report.  
 
MUSD:  
 

a.    There was no board member report. 
 

Ms. Jacquez 

CCUSD:  
 

a.   There was no board member report.  
 

Ms Montes 

6 
 Action Items 

6.1 Consortia Fiscal Administration Declaration (CFAD) Approval 
a. Lanzi: This is the last board meeting we’ll be having until the 

CFAD is due, and it enables the state to distribute funding. On 
page 30, there’s the allocation everyone received last year 
plus the COLA amount, and the new total allocations. Those 
amounts have been entered into the state NOVA system, and 
it’ll be the amounts that each district receives. If we have your 
approval to proceed, we’ll reach out to member districts for 
certification, and that’ll complete LARAEC certification. 

b. Urioste moves, Miller seconds. No discussion. Unanimous Aye 
vote. 

 

7  
Consent 
Agenda 

7.1 Capital Outlay - Burbank USD 
7.2 Capital Outlay - Montebello USD 
 

Mr. Urioste explained that for Burbank, the first part of the expenditures are 
related to preparing for the LDN program, and they are number 9 in line for 
approval from the nursing board. The other cost was for new, more 
power-saving lighting since they were experiencing growing costs for utilities.  
 
Dr. Miller asked if the CAEP funds were a separate pot of funding, and Ms. 
Montes said they were. Mr. Miller asked if this board ever entertained 
individual capital outlay applications from member institutions, and Ms. 
Montes said it was required by CAEP, and Mr. Urioste further clarified that it 
was coming out of their allocation.  
 
Ms. Jacquez explained that for MUSD, there were several repair and 
improvement items in their Capital Outlay, and that they have also requested 
a digital marquee and electric gate as well, along with a trailer replacement 
for a collapsed classroom. 
 
Mr. Stark asked LARAEC staff if there was any oversight they were 
responsible for in terms of this money being used. Mr. Asturias explained that 
the state has changed its procedures, and indicated that they need to report 
to them any capital outlay things that the districts want to do. The state does 
not approve them; they said if they have run these capital improvements by 
the board, then to just put the items in the minutes and then email them.  
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Dr. Miller explained that he does not have a problem with “approving” what 
his colleagues are doing, but does not know how they separate the capital 
outlays from their budget. Mr. Asturias explained that in essence what they 
understand is that each district reports capital outlays, then it gets rolled 
together in one. In the early days of AEBG, a comment was made that these 
fundings should be used for the benefit of students. Dr. Miller then confirmed 
for clarification that as long as the CFAD budget they just approved aligns 
with the individual districts’ reports and LARAEC’s reports, they are okay.  
 
Dr. MIller moved to approve the consent agenda, and Mr. Stark seconded. 
The board voted unanimously to approve the consent agenda. 
 
There was a break from 1:47 PM to 1:58 PM before the LARAEC Executive 
Board Workshop. 

8 
LARAEC 

Executive 
Board 

Workshop 

a. Discuss Draft Regional Plan, including what to focus on for the 
next 3 years 

i. Gayla Kraetsch Hartsough introduced herself and summarized 
her work over the last month with 75-80 individuals to develop 
action plans and consortium plans that buildon priorities 
workshopped by the board. She said that she would like the 
workshop to be a working one and run it as a dialogue, with 
the aim of taking this draft document, reviewing very specific 
areas, and then do one more pass on the document, then 
adopt it at the May board meeting.  

ii. She explained that the state has a template to simplify the 
process, starting with an executive summary. Mr. Stark pointed 
out that the program areas in the executive summary aren’t 
necessarily aligned with the CAEP program areas, and he 
would advocate for aligning them since it’s CAEP funding. Ms. 
Hartsough explained that on page 19 there is a table aligned 
with CAEP that lists programs and sub-points. The only one it 
does not have is regarding pre-apprenticeship. She suggested 
moving the table to the executive summary if they’re 
comfortable. 

b. Agree on 3-5 SMART Objectives to share with the State (order 
was switched around in the actual discussion of the plan from 
the agenda) 

i. Ms. Hartsough explained that the smart objectives are tough 
because the state only wants 3-5. Regarding her meeting with 
Strategic Planning Group 1 today, they thought it was better to 
have articulation agreements or defined pathways, and they 
would look at the areas where pathways make sense and how 
adult educations feed into pathways.  

ii. She explained that they used an example pathway for public 
service and law, and spent about 2 hours going over it, and the 
goal the group came up with was to develop at least 12 of 
these pathways like it over the next 3 years. They then 
discussed the difficulties in planning out those pathways and 

 

Page 8 of 49



maintaining them. She also explained that CTE ties into what 
the state wants as far as people getting higher-paid jobs. A lot 
of CTE programs lead to Bachelor’s degrees, but start out at 
the certificate level. The programs would probably be identified 
with the USD’s working with them.  

iii. She clarified that the pathway sheets would be different for 
every program and USD. The idea is to make it easier for the 
students and the teachers and the counselors to have one 
sheet and see all the opportunities at each level. 

iv. Mr. Stark addressed the next bullet, in terms of online systems 
such as Program Mapper and the STEP pilot; he thinks they 
need simplicity, focus, and coherence with LARAEC. He would 
like to see in this report how they can pare it down and find the 
sweet spots that really involve all of the LARAEC members 
versus individual projects. 

v. Ms. Hartsouch explained the next bullet, which is basically 
saying to design a program for adults training to support school 
children to all four AE USDs. She also asked if things that all 
five districts do need to be in the report, and asked if all five 
districts were piloting STEP. Mr. Stark clarified that they are 
not. She advised them to stick to developing the 12 pathway 
models, and to make sure the districts are talking with each 
other and interfacing. 

vi. Dr. Miller summarized the board’s feelings that they are 
comfortable with using the example of Program Mapper, but 
others aren’t comfortable with mentioning the STEP pilot, and 
suggested saying just “online systems”. Ms. Hartsough 
suggested just taking it out and building a model. 

vii. Ms. Jacquez expressed interest in how long it took to get the 
steps in the example pathway into place. She thinks the goal 
of 12 pathways is overly ambitious. Ms. Hartsough clarified 
that they are thinking in a 3-4 year period. If there are three 
regions, and do three a region, that would make it nine. She 
thinks that if they bring her back in 2022, they’ll have done a 
lot more, but suggested making the goal nine, and make it just 
one objective. 

viii. She explained that the next one applies only to the 4 USD’s. It 
has to do with priority for adults training to support school 
children. 

ix. After that, the next section is about serving special 
populations. They were very concerned about adults with 
disabilities. So, they did 2 pilot initiatives aimed at serving 
workforce entry/re-entry students, and 1 initiative aimed at 
serving Adults With Disabilities students. Mr. Stark added that 
he wants to advocate for this one, and that this is a real 
priority. Ms. Montes asked if this was by subregions, and Ms. 
Hartsough clarified it was, over three years. Ms. Montes was 
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worried about anything that limits the subregions, so Ms. 
Hartsough suggested they take it out and increase the number 
of initiatives. 

x. Mr. Stark suggested combining smart objectives 3 and 4 with 
an emphasis on serving special, vulnerable populations? He 
thought that orientations, counseling tools, and ISPs are great 
things, but they will end up having 15 different flavors of that 
stuff. He said he would like this to be a less-is-more thing, 
picking fewer goals and objectives and going deeper. Dr. Miller 
agreed that combining 3 and 4 would make some sense. 

xi. Ms. Montes thought the bullets in some sections are progress 
deliverables, and some are numbers. She would like it to be 
less prescriptive. Ms. Hartsough said she would have her 
associates come up with options, and then come back after the 
next break to address that. 

xii. Ms. Hartsough explained that the next objective is increased 
accountability through metrics, and they already have a point 
person team working on it. Mr. Stark asked what exactly the 
board thought about what they mean when they say 
“accountability”, and whether it’s informative or actionable. Ms. 
Hartsough explained that although this is called a consortium 
plan, it’s really a strategic plan. A best practice with strategic 
plans doesn’t just have smart objectives, but also overlays. 
She said, since they’re in their second cycle, that LARAEC 
needs to start looking at measurements that, since they’re a 
consortium, how they achieved goals better than as individual 
districts. 

xiii. Mr. Stark would like them to start with looking at the data 
points that they report to the state, because it is a data system 
applying to all 5 districts, and if they are overly broad, it will be 
a problem. 

xiv. Mr. Urioste wanted to address the “scorecard” initiative, and 
said it is about informing and monitoring. He suggested 
clarifying by notation somewhere what information is contained 
in that scorecard because the word “scorecard” by itself is 
nebulous. Mr. Stark agreed, and was concerned of how they 
could talk about LARAEC to their various stakeholders, and 
what will be their bragging points. 

xv. Dr. Miller suggested the language instead be, “establish 
LARAEC practices informed by baseline data that support 
LARAEC faculty and staff”. Mr. Stark agreed. Dr. Miller 
suggested changing the bullet at the end, to Mr. Urioste’s 
point, to “accelerate” student outcomes. Mr. Urioste asked, for 
clarification, if these practices could be quarterly reports that 
are informed by baseline data. Ms. Hartsough thought it is fine 
not to have measurements in the bullet points because they 
have not defined them yet. 
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xvi. Ms. Hartsough explained that the last objective is around 
Professional Development. She read the category and bullet 
points, and Ms. Montes said that for her, the PD component is 
where they’re engaging all the stakeholders, and she wants to 
see places where that brings people and subject matter 
experts in the field together. 

xvii. Mr. Urioste, asked, since they have a master calendar on here, 
will the master calendar build on test practices and 
evidence-based research, and Ms. Hartsough clarified that the 
PD will, and they can reword that section. Mr. Stark added that 
there should be something about student achievement on 
there. 

xviii. Ms. Hartsough explained that the next chapter in the regional 
plan is the Community Needs Assessment. She said that it 
would be useful to have some statistics in this report, for 
example how certain enrollment numbers are increasing or 
declining based on community circumstances: are numbers 
declining in some areas because potential students are afraid 
to enroll because they’re undocumented, for example? Or are 
numbers declining because the economy’s getting better?  

xix. She emphasized that this is why it is important for LARAEC to 
tell their story, and to tell the individual stories of their districts, 
including why enrollment is declining in some, raising in others, 
and what socio-economic issues are leading to it. 

xx. Ms. Hartnough then introduced the Draft Regional Plan’s 
chapter on Vision and Accomplishments; she clarified that it 
isn’t asked for by the state, but thinks LARAEC should include 
it. Ms. Montes noted there were accomplishments that were 
only single-district accomplishments, and asked to make sure 
the highlighted accomplishments were collaborative. Mr. Stark 
agreed. Ms. Hartsough asked for clarification, saying she was 
led to believe that certain accomplishments were done through 
LARAEC. Ms. Montes clarified that they had talked about 
districts doing certain projects, but it did not mean they were a 
LARAEC project. 

xxi. Dr. Miller said that he thought what they’re supposed to put in 
this document is what they worked together on as a group. Ms. 
Hartsough said that she thought they need to brag about their 
accomplishments. Ms. Montes thought that Ms. Hartsough and 
KH Consulting have done a great job of capturing LARAEC’s 
achievements, but was concerned about the page limit for 
submitting their regional plan, and whether they would go over 
it if they bragged about their achievements. Ms. Hartsough 
said that they are within the page count mandated by the 
state’s new template, and thinks that the action plans should 
be internal and living documents. 
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xxii. Mr. Urioste asked if Ms. Hartsough was telling them not to 
submit action plans as part of their overall plan submission to 
the state, and she confirmed this, saying it may be wise and to 
their benefit, because the state wants to limit them only to 
salient points. 

xxiii. Mr. Stark said that a lot of the narrative in there reads 
subjectively. He suggests creating a parallel document for 
other people. Ms. Hartsough clarified that some of the pages in 
the document do not count as part of the 35-page limit 
mandated by the state. Mr. Stark said that he would prefer not 
to get into a lot of back and forth about phrasing regarding the 
narrative. He would advocate for a short, compressed, 
streamlined version to submit.  

xxiv. There was another break from 3:20 PM to 3:31 PM. 
xxv. Ms. Hartsough introduced a proposed replacement for the 

specifics under the Student Success Support SMART 
OBJECTIVE that is more specific about the number of 
initiatives. Ms. Jacquez asked to decapitalize Individual 
Student Plans to be clear that it is a generic term.  

xxvi. Ms. Hartsough wanted to make sure the board covers the text 
that absolutely has to be submitted to the state, and proposed 
that they move over to the piloting and implementation that 
they have not had discussion on in chapter 7.  

c. Review proposed pilots (order was switched around in the actual 
discussion of the plan from the agenda) 

i. Ms. Hartsough explained that the state has not asked for 
action plans, but have asked for what LARAEC will pilot. Their 
pilots were built into the action plans that were created, so they 
were pulled out and put into a table. There are two parts to the 
implementation process: part 1 is continuing the Action 
Planning Teams into the fall. She asked if the five planning 
teams made sense given their new smart objectives. 

ii. Ms. Montes thought that all of their pilots were dependent on 
what they changed in the smart objectives; Ms. Hartsough 
went through starting with the first smart objective, and 
explained how it is a one-to-one correlation with the first APT. 
The next SO is student success support, and they are 
proposing two APTs: one for workforce reentries, one for 
working with adults with disabilities. The third SO is related to 
metrics, and its APT is already formed and in progress. The 
last SO is professional development. 

iii. Ms. Hartsough made sure the board was okay with the APT’s 
as defined by the Draft Regional Plan. Regarding piloting 
initiatives, per the board’s wishes, she thought they could take 
out STEP and Program Mapper. There were no objections 
from the board. 

iv. Ms. Hartsough then talked about the Adults Training to 
Support Child School Success pilot, which is already piloting in 
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2 USDs, and rolling out with the rest. Mr. Stark advocated all 
member districts using the same terminology when it came to 
the program for the clarity of stakeholders. Ms. Hartsough 
agreed when it came to writing a document, but the state may 
have different standards when it comes to terminology. Mr. 
Stark clarified that LAUSD calls their version of the pilot the 
Family Success Initiative, and said that if they are developing 
programs, they should name them all and use the same name 
so it is clear to the reader. Mr. Urioste confirmed that the board 
is indicating that they don’t have a problem with programs in 
development or that will be developed using that title. 

v. Ms Hartsough introduced the next pilots; on the orientation 
program pilot, she got a lot of feedback on wording. She felt it 
was important to put a LARAEC spin on orientations, and bring 
in other LARAEC information and how it can benefit the 
student. 

vi. Ms. Hartsough introduced the next section of pilots, starting 
with Campus Career Planning Strategy, outreach and field 
work opportunities. Dr. Miller suggested that at least one 
community college doesn’t seem significant enough over a 
three-year period; Ms. Hartsough suggested saying at least 
three, and Dr. Miller agreed. He added that they should 
change “LARAEC partners” to “LARAEC members”. 

vii. Ms. Hartsough explained the next two pilot programs, dealing 
with adults with disabilities, and then returned to the pilots 
covering students entering/reentering the workplace. She 
explained that it ties into smart objective 2, and that having an 
online platform ties in with the PD smart objective. 

viii. Ms. Hartsough asked if the board was okay with the pilots 
listed in their current form. Ms. Jacquez asked if they wanted 
to say that SME’s are APT’s. Ms. Stiehl explained that they 
wanted to restructure the SME group so they’re focused on 
implementing and networking and communicating PD for 
people who can’t attend a meeting, and to include more 
stakeholders and introduce more structure.  

1. Ms. Jacquez said that that’s why PLC’s have to be in 
one of those areas, and Mr. Stark agreed, saying the 
PLC framework is something they have strong buy-in 
and consensus. Ms. Hartsough agreed to make the 
suggested changes. 

ix. Ms. Hartsough then proceeded to walk the board through 
Resource Requirements, essentially the financial resource 
implications and possible collective bargaining needs for 
actions covered/suggested by the APTs and covered in the 
plan. She added that in the plan they don’t have to tell the 
state about resource requirements, but they should think about 
initiatives they do want to invest in. The board then discussed 
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the various difficulties and costs the districts are facing in 
terms of raises, keeping staff, etc., and what grants or 
strategies might be used to fund initiatives like the Family 
Success Initiative. 

d. Discuss Board initiatives to be added 
e. Review the logic model 

i. Ms. Hartsough introduced the LARAEC board’s 
self-assessment draft, attached as Document A, which will be 
submitted to the state, and Document B, a strategy map. Also 
included is their draft logic model, as asked for by the state. 
The logic model looks at the input and output for each strategic 
priority, as well as immediate, intermediate, and long-term 
objectives. Ms. Montes and Ms. Hartsough acknowledged that 
the logic model and strategic map would need to be changed 
to reflect new changes to the strategic plan.  

ii. Mr. Urioste asked what the purpose was for having a logic 
model AND Document C, which are action plans. Ms. 
Hartsough explained that she personally found logic models in 
the education field clunky, and that they believe action plans 
are much more powerful, even though they aren’t being asked 
for by the state. She suggested, to avoid confusion, that they 
keep the action plans as a good monitoring tool, and they 
would have to decide whether to put them in the public 
strategic plan. She explained that they took components out of 
the action plans and arranged them in a logic model format. 

iii. Mr. Urioste asked if this requirement could be worthwhile for 
organizations to lobby about, and Ms. Hartsough suggested 
sending the strategy map and logic model to the state, then 
having a document they release to the public that does not 
include the action plans or logic plan; only the background, 
vision, mission, objectives, piloting, and accomplishments for 
LARAEC. She encouraged them to use the action plans as a 
living document, and suggested sitting down once a year to 
revisit them and think about what they’ve accomplished and 
whether they need to adjust their time frame. She would have 
it as a separate document for the board, APTs, deans and 
heads of sites, etc. 

iv. Ms. Hartsough also explained that she was tracking changes 
in the document, and had received a number of edits that she 
will make judgments on; some are typos. She asked the board 
how they would like her to handle edits that represent a 
dramatic shift in the document’s thinking. Dr. Miller suggested 
that she send a note out to the board through Mr. Asturias, and 
they can convene a special meeting or conference call if the 
need arises.  

v. Ms. Hartsough said that it was her group’s goal to get the 
board a final version for them to adopt in May, and suggested 
again that they they could give them a shorter version for the 
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public. Mr. Stark thought the public document may need more 
discussion, and does not think they need to rush it. Ms. 
Hartsough said that they are looking at April 26th as a target 
date to give the board the documents to review so they can 
approve them at the next meeting.  

vi. Ms. Montes reminded them that May 17 is their public meeting, 
and noted that their current schedule has a special meeting 
May 3 to go over the final document. Ms. Hartsough suggested 
they could just vote on the whole thing May 17, and Mr. 
Asturias clarified that they only had the May 3 meeting 
scheduled since at the time they didn’t know the final due date 
from the state, and wanted ample time to put it into NOVA. Mr. 
Stark didn’t think they needed a May 3 meeting if they just 
wanted to finalize and approve language submitted to the 
state. 

vii. Ms. Hartsough then went back to the first page of strategic 
priorities, and reviewed the adjustments to be made. She 
informed the board that they had no problems with the length 
of the document in pages currently per the state’s 
requirements, so they should think about the amount of 
information they do want to put in the plan for the state. 

viii. Mr. Stark thought that their accomplishments on page 14-15 
could be consolidated a bit, and the headings on page 16 
clarified and simplified to highlight LARAEC’s 
accomplishments. Ms. Montes added that some of the projects 
called out in that section were not LARAEC’s, but individual 
district accomplishments. Ms. Hartsough asked who would be 
best suited to identify LARAEC-specific accomplishments, and 
Mr. Stark said the LARAEC office would be the natural choice. 

ix. Discussion moved on to the language in the strategic priorities. 
Mr. Stark suggested that there are some prescriptive 
measures proposed that may or may not be accurate and 
some characterizations regarding strategies, and some 
apparent agreements that have been made, but that may or 
may not be really true, depending on how partnerships are 
shaking out. Ms. Hartsough suggested removing the 
subregional reference, and said they would redo the 
articulation agreements into these pathway models. 

x. Ms. Montes asked, since they removed the reference to the 
STEP program, if that meant that strategy 1.2 should also be 
removed. Ms. Hartsough clarified that they have to address the 
sharing of information because it is part of their smart 
objective, and Mr. Stark thought if it was not related to their 
smart objective, they should take it out. Ms. Hartsough 
explained that their process in formulating smart objectives 
and goals was to start top-down, define priorities, then go 
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bottom-up. They first on defining the problem, the background, 
then defining the strategy, then defining action steps. 

xi. Dr. Miller said that what he thought he was hearing was that 
these strategies need to align specifically with the items in the 
action plan, and asked it Ms. Hartsough and the team go back 
and do that work, does the board need to see that before they 
approve it? Because the strategies and action plan items do 
not align yet. He emphasized that they don’t want to lock 
themselves into statements that aren’t allowed anymore 
legislatively.  

xii. Ms. Hartsough added that her typical experience is that 
organizations overestimate what they can do in the short term 
and underestimate what they can do in the long term. Mr. Stark 
thought that they might not need to have the narrative about 
enrollment in the document. Ms. Montes asked how they 
capture information about the background of LARAEC, and Mr. 
Stark questioned how they can present that to the public given 
their multiple audiences, and which internal/external document 
they can include that as a part of. 

xiii. Ms. Hartsough suggested that background information can be 
put in a separate document, and rearrange the contents about 
objective, goal, and strategy. She asked if it was possible for 
KH consulting to submit this before the board decides if they 
have to have a meeting on May 3rd. Mr. Asturias added that 
for a special meeting, the board needs 24 hours in advance, 
so if they could get it a week before to review the material, that 
would be good. Ms. Hartsough added that the good thing is, 
they’ve looked at all the tough things they need to submit to 
the state. 

9 Announcements ​Ms. Montes asked board members to hold May 3rd at 1:00 
PM on their calendars; they will decided beforehand if the meeting is 
necessary. They will definitely be having a regular board meeting on May 
17th.  

 

10 Ms. Montes adjourned the meeting at 5:06 PM.  
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1

Ocampo, Grace

From: AEBG TAP <tap@aebg.org>
Sent: Friday, May 10, 2019 1:09 PM
To: AEBG TAP
Subject: May Revise / CFAD Certification

CAEP Consortia: 
 

Yesterday, the Governor’s May Revise announced a decrease of $1M in the California Adult 
Education Program to reflect a change in the cost‐of‐living adjustment from 3.46 percent to 
3.26 percent. Most of your consortia and member districts have already certified your 19‐20 
member allocations via the CFAD process. In order to reflect the decrease, the State CAEP 
Office will go back into NOVA and adjust the allocation amount by consortium. Each consortium 
(and their members) must then re‐certify the adjusted amount on the 19‐20 CFAD.  
  
NOVA will allow us to do this through the allocation amendment process. The State CAEP Office 
is waiting to see if the legislature has any additional changes to the CAEP 19‐20 allocation this 
month, before releasing instructions for CFAD amendments. If your consortium has not yet 
certified their 19‐20 CFAD, they would not do an amendment, but just follow the regular CFAD 
certification steps (after the State adjusts the amounts). More detailed steps will be provided 
soon including a date/time for a scheduled webinar. If you have questions, please contact TAP. 
 
Thank you, 
 
CAEP Office 

888‐827‐2324 
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SERVICES AGREEMENT

PARTIES: LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
("District")

By Los Angeles Community College Distr
770 Wilshire Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Attn: Jaime Avina (323) 953-4000 x3531
[Contact name and phone number]
("College")

LITERACYPRO SYSTEMS INC
2355 CANYON BLVD STE 204
BOULDER, CO 80302
("Contractor")

DATE: 01/30/2018

TERM: From: 02/08/2018 To: 06/30/2018

Vendor Address

LITERACYPRO SYSTEMS INC
2355 CANYON BLVD STE 204
BOULDER CO 80302
(T)303-440-6906

Bill To:

Los Angeles Community College District
770 Wilshire Blvd. A/P 5th Flr.
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Service(s) To:

Los Angeles Community College District
770 Wilshire Blvd., Receiving 2nd Flr.
Los Angeles, CA 90017
(213)-891-2000

LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
770 Wilshire Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Contract
Information

Contract Number 4500252315
Contract Amount $ 77,500.00
Order Date 01/30/2018
Vendor Number 1020432
Payment Terms Payment Due Net 30 days
Requestor/Phone Dr. Adrienne Ann Mullen / 3533
Confirmed with GARTH NEIL
Start date 02/08/2018
End date 06/30/2018

Contract # must be referenced on all correspondence.

Fund Center Comm Item Fund Center Comm Item
18988-D6012 569400
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RECITALS

WHEREAS, the District is authorized to contract for the procurement of goods and services as
authorized by law; and

WHEREAS, the Contractor is specially trained, experienced and competent to perform the services
described herein pursuant to this agreement;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and conditions hereinafter contained,
the parties hereby agree as follows:

AGREEMENT

1. SERVICES. The Contractor shall perform the Services set forth in Exhibit "A" (the "Services") in
compliance with specifications and standards set forth in that Exhibit.

2. WARRANTIES. The Contractor warrants that the Services (and any goods in connection therewith)
furnished hereunder will conform to the requirements of this agreement (including all descriptions,
specifications and drawings made a part hereof) and in the case of goods will be merchantable, fit
for their intended purposes, free from all defects in materials and workmanship and to the extent
not manufactured pursuant to detailed designs furnished by the District, free from defects in design.
The District's approval of designs or specifications furnished by the Contractor shall not relieve the
Contractor of its obligations under this warranty. All warranties, including special warranties
specified elsewhere herein, shall inure to the District, its successors, assigns, and users of the
Services.

3. FEES. The District shall pay the Contractor the fees set forth in Exhibit B, in accordance with the
terms and conditions of this Agreement. The Contractor represents that such fees do not exceed
the Contractor's customary current price schedule. The District shall pay all applicable taxes;
excepting, however, the federal excise tax, and all state and local property taxes, as college
districts are exempt therefrom. Payment shall be made by the District's Accounts Payable Office
upon submittal of invoice(s) approved by the Vice-President of Administration, or designee, at the
College.

4. EXPENSES. The Contractor shall assume all expenses incurred in connection with performance
except as otherwise provided in this agreement.

5. TERM OF AGREEMENT. This agreement shall be for the term set forth above, unless sooner
terminated pursuant to the terms hereof.

6. TERMINATION OF AGREEMENT. This agreement may be terminated bythe District by providing
30 days' prior written notice to the Contractor or immediately upon breach of this agreement by the
Contractor. wrng

7. RIGHTS IN DATA. All technical communications and records originated or prepared by the
Contractor pursuant to this agreement including papers, reports, charts, computer programs, and
other documentation, but not including the Contractor's administrative communications and records
relating to this agreement shall be delivered to and shall become the exclusive property of the
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District and may be copyrighted by the District. The ideas, concepts, know-how, or techniques
relating to data processing, developed during the course of this agreement by the Contractor or
jointly by the Contractor and the District can be used by either party in any way it may deem
appropriate. All inventions, discoveries or improvements of any computer programs developed
pursuant to this agreement shall be the property of the District. During the term of this agreement,
certain information which the District deems confidential ("Confidential Information") mightbe
disclosed to the Contractor. The Contractor agrees not to divulge, duplicate or use any
Confidential Information obtained by the Contractor during the Contractor's engagement. Such
Confidential Information may include, but is not limited to, student and employee information,
computer programs, and data in the District's written records or stored on the District's computer
systems. In the event the Contractor create any Intellectual Property specifically for the District, the
Contractor grant the District a perpetual, non-exclusive license to use such intillectual property for
the Distrcts own use.

8. CONTRACTOR ACCOUNTING RECORDS. Records of the Contractor's directly employed
personnel, other consultants and reimbursable expenses pertaining to the work and records of
account between the District and the Contractor shall be maintained on an accounting basis
acceptable to the District and shall be available for examination by the District or its authorized
representative(s) during regular business hours within one (1) week following a request by the
District to examine such records. Failure by the Contractor to permit such examination within one
(1) week of a request shall permit the District to withhold all further payments until such examination
is completed unless an extension of time for examination is authorized by the District in writing.

9. RELATIONSHIP OF PARTIES. With regard to performance hereunder, the Contractor is an
independent contractor and not an officer, agent, partner, joint venturer, or employee of the District.
The Contractor shall not, at any time, or in any manner represent that it or any of its agents or
employees are in any manner agents or employees of the District.

10.WAIVER OF DAMAGES; INDEMNITY. The Contractor hereby waives and releases the District
from any claims the Contractor may have at any time arising out of or relating in any way to this
agreement, except to the extent caused by the District's willful misconduct. Notwithstanding the
foregoing, the parties agree that in no event shall the District be liable for any loss of the
Contractor's business, revenues or profits, or special, consequential, incidental, indirect or punitive
damages of any nature, even if the District has been advised in advance of the possibility of such
damages. This shall constitute the District's sole liability to the Contractor and the Contractor's
exclusive remedies against the District. Except for the sole negligence or willful misconduct of the
District the Contractor shall indemnify, hold harmless and defend the District and its Board of
Trustees, officers, employees, and agents from any liability, losses, costs, damages, claims, and
obligations relating to or arising from this agreement.

Without limiting the foregoing, the Contractor shall indemnify and hold harmless the District, and its
Board of Trustees, officers, employees, and agents from all liability, losses, costs, damages,
claims, and obligations of any nature or kind, including attorneys fees, costs, and expenses, for
infringement or use of any copyrighted or uncopyrighted composition, secret process, patented or
unpatented invention, article or appliance, registered or unregistered trademark, servicemark, or
tradename, furnished or used in connection with this agreement. The Contractor, at its own
expense, shall defend any action brought against the District to the extent that such action is based
upon a claim that the goods or software supplied by the Contractor or the operation of such goods
infringes a patent, trademark, or copyright or violates a trade secret.
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11. INSURANCE. Without limiting the Contractor's indemnification of the District and as a material
condition of this agreement, the Contractor shall procure and maintain at its sole expense, for the
duration of this agreement, insurance coverage with limits, terms and conditions at least as broad
as set forth in this section. The Contractor shall secure and maintain, at a minimum, insurance as
set forth below, with insurance companies acceptable to the District to protect the District from
claims which may arise from operations under this agreement, whether such operations be by the
Contractor or any subcontractor or anyone directly or indirectly employed by any of them. As a
material condition of this agreement, the Contractor shall furnish to the District certificates of such
insurance and endorsements, which shall include a provision for a minimum thirty-days notice to
the District prior to cancellation of or a material change in coverage.

The Contractor shall provide the following insurance:

(a) Commercial General Liability Insurance, "occurrence" form only, to provide defense and
indemnity coverage to the Contractor and the District for bodily injury and property damage.
Such insurance shall name the District as an additional named insured and shall have a
combined single limit of not less than one million dollars ($1,000,000) per occurrence. The
policy so secured and maintained shall include personal injury, contractual or assumed liability
insurance; independent contractors; premises and operations; products liability and completed
operation; broad form property damage; broad form liability; and owned, hired and non-owned
automobile insurance. The policy shall be endorsed to provide specifically that any insurance
carried by the District which may be applicable to any claim or loss shall be deemed excess
and non-contributory, and the Contractor's insurance primary, despite any provisions in the
Contractor's policy to the contrary.

(b) Workers' Compensation Insurance with limits as required by the Labor Code of the State of
California and Employers Liability insurance limits of not less than one million dollars
($1,000,000) per accident.

Failure to maintain the insurance and furnish the required documents may terminate this agreement
without waiver of any other remedy the District may have under law.

12. AMENDMENTS. This agreement is the entire agreement between the parties as to its subject
matter and supersedes all prior or contemporaneous understandings, negotiations, or agreements
between the parties, whether written or oral, with respect thereto. This agreement may be
amended only in a writing signed by both parties.

13. ASSIGNMENT. This agreement may not be assigned or otherwise transferred, in whole or in part,
by either the District or the Contractor without prior written consent of the other.

14. GOVERNING LAW. This agreement shall be deemed to have been executed and delivered within
the State of California, and the rights and obligations of the parties hereunder, and any action
arising from or relating to this agreement, shall be construed and enforced in accordance with, and
governed by, the laws of the State of California or United States law, without giving effect to conflict
of laws principles. Any action or proceeding arising out of or relating to this agreement shall be
brought in the county of Los Angeles, State of California, and each party hereto irrevocably
consents to such jurisdiction and venue, and waives any claim of inconvenient forum.
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15. NONDISCRIMINATION. The Contractor hereby certifies that in performing work or providing
services for the District, there shall be no discrimination in its hiring, employment practices, or
operation because of sex, race, religious creed, color, ancestry, national origin, physical disability,
mental disability, medical condition, marital status, or sexual orientation, except as provided for in
section 12940 of the Government Code. The Contractor shall comply with applicable federal and
California anti-discrimination laws, including but not limited to, the California Fair Employment and
Housing Act, beginning with Section 12900 of the California Government Code, the provisions of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Pub. L. 88-352; 78 Stat. 252) and Title IX of the Education
Amendments of 1972 (Pub. L. 92-318) and the Regulations of the Department of Education which
implement those Acts. The Contractor agrees to require compliance with this nondiscrimination
policy by all subcontractors employed in connection with this agreement.

16. EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER. The Contractor, in the execution of this agreement, certifies
that it is an equal employment opportunity employer.

17. ATTORNEYS' FEES AND COSTS. If either party shall bring any action or proceeding against the
other party arising from or relating to this agreement, each party shall bear its own attorneys' fees
and costs, regardless of which party prevails.

18. BOARD AUTHORIZATION. The effectiveness of this agreement is expressly conditioned upon
approval by the District's Board of Trustees.

19. SEVERABILITY. The Contractor and the District agree that if any part, term, or provision of this
agreement is found to be invalid, illegal, or unenforceable, such invalidity, illegality, or
unenforceability shall not affect other parts, terms, or provisions of this agreement, which shall be
given effect without the portion held invalid, illegal, or unenforceable, and to that extent the parts,
terms, and provisions of this agreement are severable.

20. TERMINATION FOR NON-APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS. If the term of this agreement extends
into fiscal years subsequent to that in which it is approved, such continuation of the agreement is
contingent on the appropriation and availability of funds for such purpose, as determined in good
faith by the District. If funds to effect such continued purpose are not appropriated or available as
determined in good faith by the District, this agreement shall automatically terminate and the
District shall be relieved of any further obligation.

21. NOTICE. Any notice required to be given pursuant to the terms of this agreement shall be in writing
and served personally or by deposit in the United States mail, postage and fees fully prepaid,
addressed to the applicable address set forth above. Service of any such notice if given personally
shall be deemed complete upon delivery, and if made by mail shall be deemed complete on the day
of actual receipt or at the expiration of 2 business days after the date of mailing, whichever is
earlier.

22. CONFLICTS OF INTEREST. The Contractor agrees not to accept any employment or
representation during the term of this agreement which is or may likely make the Contractor
"financially interested" (as provided in California Government Code Sections 1090 and 87100) in
any decision made by the District on any matter in connection with which Contractor has been
retained pursuant to this agreement.

23. REQUIREMENT FOR FEDERALLY FUNDED CONTRACTS.
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A. If this Agreement is funded by the District, in whole or in part, from revenues received from the
Federal Government, then the following additional provisions shall apply. It shall be the
Contractor.s responsibility to ascertain if Federal funds are involved.

B. Contractor, and any subcontractors at any tier, shall comply with E.O. 11246, "Equal
Employment Opportunity," as amended by E.O. 11375, "Amending Executive Order 11246
Relating to Equal Employment Opportunity," and as supplemented by regulations at 41 CFR
part 60, "Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs, Equal Employment Opportunity,
Department of Labor."

C. No contract, or any subcontract at any tier, shall be made to parties listed on the General
Services Administration's List of Parties Excluded from Federal Procurement or
Nonprocurement Programs in accordance with E.O.s 12549 and 12689, "Debarment and
Suspension." This list contains the names of parties debarred, suspended, or otherwise
excluded by agencies, and contractors declared ineligible under statutory or regulatory
authority other than E.O. 12549. Contractors with awards that exceed the small purchase
threshold (currently $100,000) shall provide the required certification regarding its exclusion
status and that of its principal employees.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this agreement in LosAngeles,
California, on the date set forth above.

CONTRACTOR
LITERACYPRO SYSTEMS INC
2355 CANYON BLVD STE 204
BOULDER, CO 80302

By:___________________________
Name:________________________
Title:_________________________

DISTRICT
LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
By: THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT

By:___________________________
Name: James B. Watson
Title: Contracts Manager
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EXHIBIT A

SCHEDULE OF SERVICES AND SPECIFICATIONS

Los Angeles Region Adult Education Consortium ("LAREAC") serves approximately 100,000 adult
students annually. Its education counselors desire a software as a service ("SaaS") application that will
help them to create an Individual Education Plan ("eIEP") for each student.
LiteracyPro Systems, Inc. ("LPS") has created, supports, and offers CommunityPro Suite ("CP Suite")
-- a SaaS product designed to support adult students and similar clients with applications such as
inter-agency transitions management, case management, and related agency and consortium
management tools.
LAREAC and lPS desire to enter into an Agreement whereby LPS will create an eIPS subsystem as an
enhancement to CP Suite, and LARAEC will test it with a limited number of staff and students ("Pilot")
according the following:
1. LARAEC subject matter experts ("SME") have created a specification with forms for guiding various
career and academic pathways ("Pathways"). This document shall be used to inform the eIEP
Functional Specifications.
2. LPS, in consultation with LARAEC, will create a more comprehensive Functional Specification that
meets LAREAC#s minimal viable product ("MVP") requirements for the eIEP.
3. While the eIEP is being developed, IT staff from each of the LARAEC member schools will create
extract files of their adult student database according to the CP Suite csv file specifications. These files
will be scheduled to be run and transmitted to CP Suite on a nightly basis. CP Suite will process them
through the Vault Information Exchange ("VIE") subsystem so that the data is ready for use by the CP
Suite eIEP and referral subsystems. Also during this period, LARAEC staff will be trained and will load
the initial class data, and provision User Accounts for the initial academic counselors and staff. LPS
staff will help configure the
4. When LARAEC and LPS agree that the eIEP meets the Functional Specification, fifteen academic
counselors from LARAEC member schools will be trained together at one of the LARAEC member#s
site. An additional 10 LARAEC staff may also attend the training.
5. For a period of 90 days after training ("Beta test"), the academic counselors will use CP Suite to
create educational plans for their students. Feedback shall be gathered throughout the 90 days and
used as specifications to improve the system, subject to the following:
a. During the 90 day period LPS shall respond to error or bug reports as follows:
i. Critical errors # If the program crashes, creates bad data, or deletes data that should have been
stored, LPS will place highest priority to fix the code. Use shall be suspended until the fix is complete.
ii. Non-critical errors # If the program generates bad data, or deletes data that should have been
stored, but for which a work-around is identified, LPS will work to fix the code. Use can continue while
the fix is being completed.
iii. Cosmetic errors # If the program meets the functional specifications, but minor errors such as
spelling, rendering, or similar presentation issues are identified, LPS will fix or adjust prior to the First
Commercial Release ("FCS"). Use can continue while the fix or adjustment is being completed.
b. Enhancements # If additional functionality is requested LARAEC and LPS will mutual agreed
adjustments to the functional specifications and corresponding time and cost estimates.
6. Upon completion of the trial period, feedback from the counselors shall be gathered and reviewed
with LARAEC and LPS. A plan will be created to address any errors and mutually agreed
enhancements.
7. At the end of the Beta Test, up to an additional 50 LARAEC academic counselors and staff will be
trained during two on-site sessions to be conducted in the morning and afternoon of the same day. For
the subsequent 90 days ("Extended Pilot Test"), these trained staff will have full use of CP Suite to
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create eIEPs for their students.
8. The price for making the eIEP available, training, Beta Test use, and Extended Pilot Test use shall
be seventy-seven thousand five hundred dollars ($77,500.00) to be paid in equal two installments. The
first $38,750 shall be paid when the Functional Specifications are complete. The second $38,750 shall
be paid when it is mutually agreed that the code meets the Functional Specifications, and its receipt by
LPS will trigger the start of the Pilot Test period.
9. The terms above will be incorporated into a formal contract to be signed by both LARAEC and LPS.
10. This MOU is for informational purposes only, and has no legally binding affect for either party.
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EXHIBIT B

SCHEDULE OF PAYMENT

TOTAL FEE: The amount of the contract will be up to; but will not
exceed, $77,500.
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School Year 2019‐20 LARAEC Regular Meeting Schedule 

Proposal: Conduct board meetings every other month beginning in Sept 2019 

Proposed Dates: 

July 19, 2019 
 
August 16, 2019 
 Consent Item:  

o 2019‐20 Annual Plan, which was due to the State on August 15th (Annual plan is 

scheduled to be approved along with the 3‐year plan on the May 13, 2019 board 

meeting 

 Informational item: 

o Data and Accountability (D&A) funds: 

1. D&A budget revision – due to State on June 7, 2019 

2. Final D&A expense report – due to State on July 31, 2019 

3. D&A Close out and Practice with Promise – due to State on August 26, 2019 

o 2018‐19 CAEP funds: 

1. Q3 Progress and Expense report certification– due in NOVA on June 30, 2019 

o 2018‐19 Instructional Hours and Expenses by Program Area Report (estimates) – due to 

LARAEC on August 16, 2019 

September 20, 2019 
 Informational item: 

o 2018‐19 Instructional Hours and Expenses by Program Area Report (estimates) – due in 

NOVA on Sept. 1, 2019 

o 2018‐19 CAEP funds 

1. Q4 Progress and Expense Report certification – due in NOVA on Sept. 30, 2019 

o 2019‐20 CAEP funds 

1. Program Year Budget and Work plan – due to LARAEC on Sept. 20, 2019 (due in 

NOVA on Sept. 30, 2019) 

October 18, 2019 
  
November 15, 2019 
 Informational item: 

o 2018‐19 Instructional Hours and Expenses by Program Area Report (actuals) due to 

LARAEC on December 6, 2019 

December 20, 2019  
 
January 17, 2020 
 Informational Item: 

o 2018‐19 Instructional Hours and Expenses by Program Area Report (actuals) certification 

– due in NOVA on December 31, 2019 

o 2019‐20 CAEP funds 

1. Q1 Progress and Expense report certification – due in NOVA on December 31, 2019 

February 21, 2020 
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March 20, 2020 
 Discussion/consent item: 2020‐21 CFAD due on May 2nd 

 Informational Item: 

o 2017‐2018 CAEP funds 

1. Close out of 2017‐18 member funds in NOVA – due on March 1, 2020 

o 2019‐2020 CAEP funds 

1. Q2 Progress and Expense report certification – due in NOVA by March 31, 2020 

April 17, 2020 
 
May 15, 2020 
 
June 19, 2020 
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PORPOSED SCHOOL YEAR 2019-20 LARAEC REGULAR MEETING SCHEDULE 

 

July 19, 2019   Recommend no LARAEC Board Meeting 

August 16, 2019    CCUSD, LACCD, LAUSD, and MUSD not in session 

September 20, 2019 

October 18, 2019 

November 15, 2019 

December 20, 2019  Recommend no LARAEC Board Meeting 

January 17, 2020    Martin Luther King Jr weekend 

February 21, 2020 

March 20, 2020 

April 17, 2020    MUSD on spring break 

May 15, 2020 

June 19, 2020    Recommend no LARAEC Board Meeting  

 

District 
 

Fall Start  Thanksgiving  Winter Recess  Spring Break  Year End 

BUSD 

 

08/05/19  11/28 ‐ 11/30 12/9 ‐ 1/13/20 3/23 ‐ 3/28  5/15

CCUSD 

 

8/26/19  11/25 ‐ 11/30 12/16 ‐ 1/3/20 3/23 ‐ 4/3  6/12

LACCD 

 

8/26/19  11/28 ‐ 11/29 12/16 ‐ 1/3/20 4/6 – 4/13  6/8

LAUSD 

 

8/19/19  11/25 ‐ 11/30 12/23 ‐ 1/10/20 4/3 ‐ 4/10  6/15

MUSD 

 

8/28/19  11/25 ‐ 11/30 12/23 ‐ 1/10/20 4/10 ‐ 4/17  6/5

 

Meeting Locations 
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AGENDA ITEM 

6.2 

(See draft 3 Year Plan attached separately)
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AGENDA ITEM 

7 
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REPORT TO THE BOARD 

 

To:      Members of the LARAEC Executive Board 

From:      Joseph Stark, Executive Director, LAUSD 

Prepared By:     Men Le, LAUSD Point Person 

Date:      May 13, 2019 

Subject  Agenda Item 7 – Approve LAUSD’s DACE‐SIS FY 2018‐19 Capital Outlay  

 

Background:    

LAUSD’s current Adult Education Student Information System (SIS) offers limited functionalities. 

A new DACE‐SIS system is being developed to integrate the functionalities of the current SIS 

system with state of the art functionalities to better support the needs of our adult education 

students.  

Discussion/Issues:  

DACE‐SIS will be utilized to support student registration, attendance monitoring, maintaining 

class schedules, grading which may involve updating of student transcripts and or 

updating/issuance of competency certificates, recording services provided to students, and 

maintaining on‐line individual student plans with the goal of better serving the needs of our 

adult education students. 

Fiscal Impact:  

Approximately $1,152,303 for Year 1 (refer to Attachment 1) 

Recommendation:   

Approve DACE‐SIS project capital outlay plan for FY 2018‐19. 
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Los Angeles Unified School District

Division of Adult and Career Education

DACE Adult SIS Capital Outlay Project

Attachment 1

Project Description

Estimated 

Completion

Project Cost 

Estimate Amount

 DACE Adult SIS System  January 2020 3,024,333$             

Funding Source

Year 1

(FY 2019)

Data and Accountability 430,513$           

CAEP 593,820$           

Other Funding Sources 127,970$           
TOTAL PROJECT Cost 1,152,303$        
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5/13/2019

1

REGULAR MEETING
MAY 17, 2019

1:30 P.M.

EAST LOS ANGELES SKILLS CENTER

1. CALL TO ORDER
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5/13/2019

2

1.1 PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

1.2 APPROVAL OF AGENDA
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5/13/2019

3

1.3 APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
◦Regular Meeting April

2.  PUBLIC COMMENT
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5/13/2019

4

3.  PROGRAM UPDATES

BUDGET: Upcoming CAEP and Data and 
Accountability deadlines and updates
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5/13/2019

5

REVISED FY 20 ALLOCATIONS:

 GOVERNOR’S MAY REVISE INCLUDED A DECREASE OF 
$1M IN CAEP FUNDING DUE TO CHANGE IN COLA

 COLA REDUCTION: FROM 3.46% TO 3.26%

 CAEP STATE OFFICE WILL ADJUST THE ALLOCATION 
AMOUNT BY CONSORTIUM 

 EACH CONSORTIUM MUST RE‐CERTIFY THE ADJUSTED 
AMOUNT ON THE FY 20 CFAD

Estimated Revised FY 20 Allocations:
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5/13/2019

6

DUE DATE REMINDERS:
DATA AND ACCOUNTABILITY FUNDS

 June 3 – up to Q3 D&A Expenditure Report (June 1, 2016 to March 31, 
2019)

 June 3 – Final budget revision & work plan revisions due to LARAEC 
(Due to State on June 17, 2019)

 June 30 – D&A activities end
 July 17 – Final D&A Expense report due to LARAEC (Due to State on 

July 31, 2019)
 August 12 – D&A Close out and Practice with Promise report due to 

LARAEC (Due to State on August 26, 2019)

FY 2019 CAEP FUNDS
 June 1 – Q3 Progress and Expense report due in NOVA and 

an executed copy to LARAEC
 June 30 – Q3 Progress and Expense Consortium certification 

in NOVA
 June 30 – End of Q4
 September 1 – Q4 Progress and Expense report due in 

NOVA and an executed copy to LARAEC
 September 30 – Q4 Progress and Expense Consortium 

certification in NOVA
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5/13/2019

7

FY 2019 INSTRUCTIONAL HOURS AND EXPENSES BY 
PROGRAM AREA

 August 16 – Estimates due to LARAEC (Due in NOVA on 
September 1)

 December 6 – Actuals due to LARAEC (Due in NOVA on 
December 31)

FY 2020 CAEP FUNDS
 June 7 – Certify 3‐year plan in NOVA
 August 15 – Annual Plan due in NOVA
 September 20 – Member Program Year Budget and Work Plan 
due to LARAEC (Due in NOVA on September 30)
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5/13/2019

8

4.  INFORMATION/DISCUSSION ITEMS

4.1 Discuss scheduled Board Meeting
June 21, 2019
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5/13/2019

9

4.2 Discuss STEP pilot direction and next 
steps

5. BOARD MEMBER REPORTS
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5/13/2019

10

6. ACTION ITEMS

6.1 Approve proposed LARAEC board 
meeting schedule for 2019‐2020
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5/13/2019

11

6.2 Approve 2019‐2022 ‐ 3 Year Plan

6.3 Annual Plan 2019‐20 concept 
approval
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5/13/2019

12

7. CONSENT AGENDA
Capital Outlay – Los Angeles USD

8. ANNOUNCEMENTS:
Next Board Meeting: TBD
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5/13/2019

13

ADJOURN
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