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1
Call to Order

a. Ms. Montes called the meeting to order with quorum at 1:04
PM.

Veronica Montes

1.1 Pledge of Allegiance
a. Mr. Gorence led the attendees in the Pledge of Allegiance.

b. Ms. Montes was excited that to be returning to in-person
meetings after a period of 4 and a half years.

1.2 Adjustments to the agenda — The Board President will
announce any requests for adjustments to the meeting
agenda
a. There were no requests to adjust the agenda.

1.3 Approval of the agenda
a. Dr. Lancaster moved to approve the agenda. Ms. Neyra
seconded.
b. The board voted unanimously to approve the agenda.

1.41tems for future agendas — The Board President will request
items for future board meetings
a. Ms. Montes requested an agenda item that the LARAEC
office comes in July with a proposed budget for the year,
proposed items that they need, and quarterly reporting on
their expenditures for transparency.

1.5 Approval of the minutes
Regular Meeting: April 17, 2024
a. Dr. Lancaster moved to approve the minutes, and Ms. Neyra
seconded.
b. The board voted unanimously to approve the minutes.

Veronica Montes




2
Public Comment

There was no public comment in person or electronically.

Ms. Montes

3
APT Summit

Mr. Gorence introduced the Action Planning Teams and
acknowledged the members and co-chairs who were
attending virtually.

He then gave an introduction to the makeup of the teams and
the timeline of their activities. The APT members will present
to the board and share some of their deliverables. He also
thanked the board for their support of the APT’s and the Point
Persons.

Leo Lynch from the Venice Skills Center presented for the
Counseling and Transitions APT. He presented on their
efforts to boost student engagement, motivation, and
retention.

i. Sandra Pena from LA City College presented their
deliverables, including a Lunch With LARAEC student
panel and a best practices flier with strategies to
support students in the classroom.

Eunice Vines from Culver City Adult School presented for the
Marketing Collaboration and Strategies APT as well as some
of their deliverables for targeting special populations
throughout LARAEC'’s area. These outreach materials
emphasize inclusiveness and diversity among LARAEC’s
population.

Yanira Chavez from Burbank Adult School presented for the
Remote Learning APT. She explained the starting points for
their work and the process they went through.

i.  Lilit Vehuni summarized the outcomes of the Remote
Learning APT’s research and observations into
different remote learning platforms and the results of a
survey conducted with students.

Christie Dam representing LATTC and Sandra Lopez
representing LAUSD presented for the Special Populations
APT, including their initial goals and the process of honing
their deliverables through community input and teacher input.

i. Ms. Lopez then presented the Special Populations
APT’s recommendations for future priorities.

Ms. Kennedy thanked the APTs and the co-chairs for all of
their hard work.

Mr. Noguera suggested that perhaps this is just the beginning
of what they can do for their current population. He also
suggested that they start serving students and getting a
sense of their wants during the beginning of a semester or
cycle so they can support them the whole way.

Dr. Lancaster also had a question about the surveys
mentioned in some presentations and how they might affect
the three-year plan. He also asked the presenters what the
barriers were to getting their work done, and what the
LARAEC board can do to help remove them next time.

i. Ms. Dam noted that a lot of people interested in
participating in APT’s still have to support the students
that they are currently seeing, so she suggests

Mr. Gorence and
APT Co-chairs




building in specific time for schedules that’s allotted to
the APT’s work.

Mr. Gorence added that LARAEC staff always send
out a survey to APT members to get their feedback
after each cycle, and noted that they are in a good
position in terms of the last three-year plan in terms of
carrying out tasks.

4
Cause Impacts
Presentation

a. Ms. Jimenez introduced herself and explained that she would be
presenting on strategies for meeting the needs of older adults in
filling workforce needs in LA County (she explained this referred to
adults 55 years and older).

iv.

She gave an intro to the creation of the working group and
and the research they did to come up with best practices
for their goals. She noted that they are near the end of the
process.

Ms. Jimenez also gave background about why there is a
need for strategies centered around older workers,
including quotes and statements from older workers.

She also presented about best practices that they had
developed from their research with other organizations
and their initiatives. She also presented 5 strategies they
had developed as part of their goals.

1. The final goal is most relevant to LARAEC and
involves developing opportunities in high-need
industries and marketing them to older workers. It
also involves developing programs and referrals to
programs that teach older adults and how to enter
the gig economy. And finally, developing trainings
for older workers to help them adapt to
technological advances and stay relevant in an
evolving job market.

2. They also want to be able to connect training
programs to employers for direct placement.

Ms. Jimenez explained that LARAEC members can do a few
things to help in this area.

1. Oneis to develop culturally competent services for
older adults at adult schools.

2. The second is to train student service staff and
representatives to be prepared to speak with older
students 55 years and above.

3. Also, collecting data on these students and
analyzing it to better understand their needs when
designing programs.

4. Next, they can embed older worker-specific
strategies in their in their strategic plan.

5. Finally, they can identify targeted investments of
certain regional workforce funding.

She noted that LARAEC should be asking how 55 and older
workers are currently represented in their strategies and
marketing. They also want to encourage the city to create
an entity to track all recommendations, and that LARAEC
can be a partner of that entity.

Sophia Jimenez
and Jessica
Daugherty




b. Dr. Lancaster asked if there was any data on best practices for
marketing to the 55 and older population. Ms. Jimenez noted that
it would probably be best to share that data among individual
member districts, and that they need more information on that
front.

c. Ms. Kennedy asked if there was anything that the students in the
55 and older demographic had said they were really asking for.

i Ms. Jiminez said that digital literacy is always number one
on the list, with varying skill levels asked for.

5 5.1 CAEP due dates and reminders Ms. Le
Budget Report and a. Ms. Le updated the board on Progress and Expense Report Ms. Phan
Updates deadlines and NOVA and executed copy deadlines.
6 Dr. Stiehl
Information and | 6.1 Three-year planning update Mr. Gorence
Staff Reports

a. Mr. Gorence explained that they are entering a new 3-year
planning cycle and explained the tasks that need to be front-
loaded for the spring. One of them is the staff and student
surveys, and they will share preliminary results with the
board in the July board meeting.

i.  Mr. Gorence explained the various methods and
pathways they are using to get the surveys out for it.
They are very sensitive to survey fatigue.

ii.  Dr. Stiehl also explained how they can break down
the surveys by demographics.

6.2 LARAEC Conference Update

a. Mr. Gorence gave backstory on the LARAEC conference as
one of their premiere events to directly connect with the
field. It also lets them do professional development
networking.

b. He explained that the save the date is on the website and
asked the board to keep October 19th open for the
conference.

i.  Mr. Gorence explained that George Couros was
selected by the staff and point persons to be the key
note speaker for the conference.

ii. He added that if the board or stakeholders have
suggestions for presenters and presentations to
submit them.

iii.  Mr. Gorence then gave some background on the
number of speakers they currently had and on the
speakers that had been confirmed.

c. Dr. Stiehl also explained the Innovation Awards, talking about
how they are always a highlight of the conference. She
mentioned that people can be nominated individually or as a
team or office.

i.  She also explained the typical demographics of
attendees of the conference.




6.3 Transitions Plan Timeline

a. Dr. Stiehl gave background on the transitions planning,
previously presented on in February by Dr. Stiehl and Dr.
Mullen. She explained that transitions are a big focus
currently for the state as outlined in the LAO report.

She added that they are going to finish writing their
LARAEC transitions plan in the summer. They also
have a team that’s working on a data sharing MOU.

Dr. Lancaster also helped put together a counseling
contact list across all member districts.

Dr. Stiehl noted that they are also working on other
resource websites that debuted at the Edge
Conference. They are also looking at launching a
number of programs at the October LARAEC
Conference. They are also going to have the first
meeting of a counseling collaborative at the
Conference.

They will also be launching their Learning
Ambassadors program at the Conference, which was
supposed to launch at last year’s canceled
conference.

Dr. Stiehl also previewed upcoming fall programs for
transitions and Lunch with LARAEC sessions.

7
Public Comment

There was no public comment in person or electronically.

Ms. Montes

8
Discussion and
Action Items

8.1 Family Success Initiative Program Area 4 Update. LAUSD will
share their program that is primarily designed to develop
knowledge and skills to assist elementary and secondary school
children to succeed academically in school.

a. Ms. Montes reminded the board that this item is not an
action item and introduced Francisco Narciso from LAUSD.

b. Mr. Narciso gave background on the FSI program, and noted
that they intended to expand and improve the program
across member districts to meet CAEP Program Area 4’s
requirements.

He explained that two of the main questions when
the proposal was presented in February were how
much it would cost to implement an FSI program, and




what the qualifications would be for teachers
teaching in the FSI.

He explained that they went to the CAEP office for
guidance, and learned that the budget impact is
related to professional development (training the
teachers to teach FSI classes), teacher salary, and
curriculum development.

The CAEP office responded positively to the proposed
model, noting that if the proposed program falls
under one of the 7 program areas, they can use CAEP
funds for it.

1. They also talked to outside help with regards
to credentialing for teachers to teach FSI, and
will meet in the future about exactly what
credentials such as ESL or Family Education
could be necessary for FSI teaching.

c. Mr. Noguera asked how they would identify students in TE as
being part of FSI, and Mr. Narciso said he would have to look
into it. He thought they would initially be grouped in ESL in
TE, but noted that this was the main problem with FSI: where
it actually belonged under in terms of programs.

Ms. Neyra gave more context for the initial formation
of the FSI. Ms. Montes explained that the reason she
asked about credentials had to do with how they
would arrange expenditures by program area.

8.2 Approve ELL Healthcare Pathways Grant Round 2 Letter of
Intent, assurances, fiscal agent, and project leads.

a. Dr. Stiehl explained that they heard about two weeks ago
that the round 2 applications for the ELL Healthcare
Pathways Grant had been released. She explained that they
will split the item into two parts.

b. Dr. Stiehl gave background on the purpose of the ELL
Healthcare Pathways Grant and how its funds would be
disbursed over time.

She noted that the funding would be 40 million
instead of 50 million, and that they will have until
May 30 on a compressed timeline to produce a Grant
Work Plan.

They are not sure about Year 3 yet and have not
heard about Round 3 yet.

Dr. Stiehl also went over some programs that had to
be omitted because of funding reductions in their
grant proposal. However, she noted that they are
now 19 percent of the state’s total allocation, which
she thought might be because some consortia did not

apply.




C.

Dr. Stiehl summarized the items they would like to get
approved for today. They can apply for a 30-day extension
beyond the May 30 timeline, but it might be difficult for
member districts to accommodate. Another option would be
to ask for a shorter extension just so they can get everything
done before staff, point persons, and districts go on vacation
for the summer.
i. She introduced the letter of intent and assurances,
same ones or similar from the previous round. She
also explained the same requirement of having a
fiscal agent.
Ms. Reyna motioned to approve item 8.2. Dr. Lancaster
seconded.
i.  The board voted unanimously to approve.

8.3 Approve ELL Healthcare Pathways Grant Round 2 allocations
for selected allied health programs.

a.

Dr. Stiehl explained that they had assembled LARAEC staff
and point persons to come up with what they thought would
be good options for allocation scenarios.

i.  Sheintroduced the Round 1 allocation numbers,
which also have proposed cuts by member districts
and the final allocation amount and grant percentage.

Dr. Stiehl explained the proposed allocation scenarios:

i.  One based on enrollment from 2022-2023, the most
recent complete year of data.

1. Ms. Neyra asked about the source of the
enrollment data, and whether they were
comparing apples to apples or apples to
oranges. Dr. Stiehl said they were trying to use
headcount to get as close to comparing apples
to apples as possible. Ms. Neyra confirmed
that it was still not a one-to-one comparison.

2. Dr. Stiehl added that it gets more complicated
because the college does not use TE for its
reporting on enrollment, instead using MIS.

3. She also explained some of the rounding done
for decimal points on the spreadsheet.

4. Ms. Neyra asked if there was another
apportionment that K-12 would get, or if they
would only get CAEP funds. Dr. Lancaster
confirmed that the college gets an additional
apportionment, not just CAEP.

ii.  Dr. Stiehl then introduced an allocation scenario
based on ESL students, explaining that those numbers
were used by the Chancellor’s office to determine the
7.7 million original apportionment number.




C.

1. They use what’s in Launch Board, an online
program that combines MIS and TE data and
cross-references it. The only hiccup is, it’s old,
and the most recent clean data is from 2021-
2022. The most recent TE data is 2022-2023,
but this does not include college students.

iii.  Dr. Stiehl also introduced an allocation scenario
where they take the projects that were not funded
because districts gave them up, subtract them from
the new total apportionment, and then divide the
rest of the grant just by enroliment. She also
explained some of the living wage calculations that
might have led to the Chancellor’s Office rejecting
certain programs.

iv.  Finally, there was an allocation scenario based on
round 2; it might be more fair to look at the other
ones so that there aren’t unfair allocations based on
decimal rounding done in this one.

v.  Dr. Stiehl noted that they are looking to get a decision
on the allocation today.

Ms. Montes asked where the board members might be
leaning in terms of which allocation formula.

i.  Ms. Kennedy said she was looking at percentage
allocation.

ii.  Ms. Neyra said she is not comfortable at all with the
allocations suggested because they are not comparing
apples to apples and the member districts are not
equal in the proposed allocations.

iii.  Mr. Noguera was also leaning towards the percentage
allocation proposal.

iv.  Dr. Lancaster asked if the enrollment funding model
would be locked to the 22-23 numbers or if they
would be waiting for the 23-24 data to be locked in.
Dr. Stiehl explained that 23-24 data would not be
locked in in time, and this was just the most up to
date data they have. The LACCD data would only
include MIS data, so would not include all of their
students on TE.

v.  Ms. Neyra asked why they decided to include the TE
column.

1. Dr. Stiehl explained that the TE ELL data will
be whoever self-reported as an English
Language Learner on an entry form. She
explained that Launch Board reports anyone
who self-reported as an ELL OR anyone who
took an ESL class, but reiterated that that data
is from 21-22 at the most recent.

Vi. Dr. Lancaster said that at this point in time, he does
not have a preference.




vii.  Ms. Montes said that she was leaning toward
enrollment, but noted that Culver City would not be
going after Round 2 funding because they are still
dealing with a carryover issue. Dr. Stiehl adjusted the
live spreadsheet to reflect this.

d. Ms. Kennedy talked about getting the cleared numbers
without the rounding for next time, and Ms. Montes asked
when next time would be.

i.  Ms. Neyra reiterated that she does not think any of
the formulas are comparing equitably and does not
think it’s fair.

ii.  Dr. Stiehl explained which part of the spreadsheet
was affected by the rounding, noting that the rest of
it is accurate.

iii.  Ms. Kennedy thought they still need to have the most
accurate numbers for all member districts to make a
decision.

iv.  Dr. Stiehl edited the spreadsheet and Ms. Montes
read out the accurate allocations, asking again if they
might need another meeting.

v.  Dr. Lancaster clarified which tab of the spreadsheet
would be the best representation of the number of
students; Dr. Stiehl said the numbers do not take into
consideration ELL's who are not in the ESL program.

e. Ms. Neyra said that since the grant is a pot of money for the
consortium, it should be the same data for all districts. Ms.
Montes thought that they cannot hold the Community
College to a measure that is not required from them.

i.  Ms. Neyra added that LACCD gets an additional
apportionment, not just CAEP like the other LARAEC
districts, and so they need to figure out what will be
apples to apples.

ii. Ms. Montes suggests that they vote on the allocation
with the understanding that it will be adjusted
because of the short timeframe. She also asked who
thinks they need a special meeting.

f.  Mr. Noguera thinks it’s something they can consider today,
but that they do need a formula that will be apples to apples.
He thinks they can also sit on it as needed if people need
more time to think. He thinks they can take the extension.

g. Dr. Lancaster would also be in favor of an extension since he
has a different interpretation now.

h. Ms. Neyra also wanted another meeting.

i. Ms. Kennedy also wanted another meeting.

j-  The board agreed to meet next Thursday, May 23rd to
continue the discussion.

k. The board confirmed that they were okay keeping the
following on the spreadsheet:

i.  22-23 Headcount enrollment (from tab 2)




ii. 22-23 ELL Students in TE
iii.  22-23 ESL Students
I. Dr. Stiehl asked if they wanted to add an action item about
an extension, saying they need to approve it today and that
she would recommend it.

i.  Ms. Montes read the proposed motion: This action
item is agreed to add and improve. Item 8.6, that
there is immediate need to take action, that the need
for action came after the agenda was posted, and
that the Board approve the request for an extension
for the ELL healthcare pathways grant round 2 along
with the required preliminary budget as discussed.

ii.  Dr.Lancaster moved to approve the amended item,
and Ms. Neyra seconded.

iii.  The board voted unanimously to approve.

8.4 Approve BUSD Capital Outlay Proposal

a. Ms. Neyra moved to approve and Dr. Lancaster seconded.
b. The board voted unanimously to approve.

8.5 Approve LACCD Out of State Travel Request

a. Mr. Noguera moved to approve and Ms. Neyra seconded.
b. The board voted unanimously to approve.

9
Board Member a. BUSD
Reports i No report.
b. CCUSD
i No report.
c. LACCD
i No report.
d. LAUSD
i No report.
e. MUSD
i No report.
10 10.1 Next Special Board Meeting: May 23rd, 2024 8AM-10AM Ms. Montes
Announcements | Location(s): Zoom
11 Ms. Montes adjourned the meeting at 3:37 PM. Ms. Montes

Adjourn




