LARAEC Executive Board

Minutes- Regular Board Meeting

Friday, November 22, 2024
1:00 PM - 2:00 PM

In person and via Zoom

Executive Board Members in

Point Person Team Members

Staff

Juan Noguera, Burbank USD

Yanira Chavez, BUSD

Men Le, Project Director

Dr. Jacqueline Cardenas, Culver City
usD

Daniel Gomez, CCUSD

Dr. Michele Stiehl, Advisor

Dr. James Lancaster, LACCD

Dr. Adrienne Ann Mullen, LACCD

Justin Gorence, Advisor

Renny Neyra, Los Angeles USD

Dr. Francisco Narciso, LAUSD

Kitty Phan, Budget Analyst

Dr. Kaivan Yuen, Montebello USD

Sherry Jimenez, MUSD

Teresa Plaza, Secretary

1 Juan Noguera
Call to Order a. Mr. Noguera called the meeting to order at 1:01 PM with
quorum.
Juan Noguera
1.1 Pledge of Allegiance
a. Mr. Gorence led the Pledge of Allegiance.
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. Cardenas 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. There were no requests for future agenda items.
1.5 Approval of minutes
Regular Meeting: November 1, 2024
a. Dr. Lancaster moved to approve the minutes for the
November 1st meeting. Dr. Yuen seconded.
2 a. There were no requests for public comment over Zoom or in | Juan Noguera
Public Comment person.




3
Information and
Staff Reports

3.1 CAEP due dates and reminders

a. Ms. Phan explained upcoming CAEP due dates and reminders for
the member districts. There were no questions from the board.

3.2 Presentation of Effectiveness Report and Data Elements

a. Ms. Le introduced a comparison of consortium data for the
Effectiveness Report. She encouraged the board members to think
of the way this data will be used to play a role in weaving the
tapestry of LARAEC.

i.  She explained that they used the CAEP summary report to
capture the data points in the presentation. The data
points they will be presenting on are Enrollees, EFL Gains
Achieved, HSD/HSE Achieved, Postsecondary Achieved,
and Enter Employment Achieved.

ii. She introduced the consortium enrollment slide, noting a
positive trend from SY18-19 to SY23-24.

iii. She explained the Consortium EFL gains achieved, which
are used by the CASAS test and are also trending upward.

iv.  The high school diploma and equivalency numbers also
suffered a dip during COVID and are trending back up.

V. For the transition to post-secondary, there was a large dip
at the beginning of COVID in SY20-21 year, then an uptick
in SY21-22, then another dip in SY22-23 that may be due
to a move to digital data collection and other COVID
difficulties, as this data was self-reported.

vi. There was a major positive trend in Enter Employment
Achieved numbers, and this was due in part to support and
guidance from the CDC. The data was also self-reported.

b. Ms. Le asked the attendees to consider how LARAEC can continue
to show an upward trend in these data points.

3.3 Update on LARAEC Student Connect event

a. Mr. Gorence gave an update about LARAEC’s most recent student
connect webinar, and gave a brief summary of the purpose of their
Student Connect events.

i Essentially, they function to bring experts into the
classroom directly to talk for 30 minutes about high-
interest topics. They are meant to support instruction, not
to plan instruction

ii.  The last webinar was on tenants’ rights, and was very well-
attended in both the morning and evening sessions. Mr.
Gorence gave a shout-out to the point persons team, who
are critical to LARAEC's ability to reach the field.

Kitty Phan
Men Le

Justin Gorence




They got great feedback from the session, with teachers
saying that it led to great discussions and conversations in
class about tenants’ rights.

Their next webinar will be on March 11th featuring
Marianne Galindo from Mission College to talk about the
pathway to entrepreneurship. This topic was based on
survey responses from students expressing an interest in
building or owning a business.

Dr. Cardenas appreciated the breakdown of data in the
presentation, noting that sometimes full classrooms will
only have one registrant for the webinar, so seeing the
total attendance numbers was helpful for an accurate
overall picture.

4
Public Comment

a. There were no requests for public comment over Zoom or in
person.

Juan Noguera

5
Discussion and
Action Items

5.1 Approve required CAEP 2023-24 Written Expenditure Plan
based on AB1491 and consortium carryover exceeding state target
of no more than 20%

a. Dr. Stiehl explained that the WEP was an item on their
agenda last meeting, and this is a draft of the proposed
document.

Last time there were a number of questions that
needed answers from member districts, which have
been provided and integrated into the draft.

The WEP is required because LARAEC had more than
20% carryover last year, so writing this was not a
surprise. She noted that the only changes from the
last time the document was presented are the
answers from member districts on questions 4 and 6.
Ideally, they will vote to approve the plan today and
then just submit it in NOVA. Then, each district would
need to approve it via NOVA.

b. Ms. Neyra moved to approve the motion, and Dr. Cardenas
seconded.

c. Ms. Neyra was worried about the high carryover, and asked if
they needed to do something extra or have an additional
report because of the 100 plus percent carryover in 2
member districts.

Dr. Stiehl explained that for the 23-24 year, they are
looking at LARAEC as a consortia, and as a consortia,
they have more than 20% carryover. So they are only
required to submit this expenditure plan now and

Michele Stiehl and
Justin Gorence




then receive assistance/guidance from the CAEP
office. They are unsure of what that guidance will
look like just yet. Also, as of spring 2024 they turned
on member district monitoring, which took effect July
1st, 2024. At the end of this year they will see if
anyone is over 20% carryover as an individual district.
If they are, they will submit an additional report and
bring it to the board after September 30th, 2025.

d. The board voted unanimously to approve the plan.

5.2 Discuss the ELL Healthcare Pathway Grant Round 2
Chancellor’s Office response and approve the Round 2 revised
workplan

a. Dr. Stiehl explained that both 5.2 and 5.3 were about the
second round of the ELL Healthcare Pathways Grant.

b. She explained that they received a response from the
Chancellor’s Office saying they are essentially provisionally
approved.

i.  All of their pathways are approved with the exception
of their personal care aid/in-home support services
pathway and their physical therapy aid program.
Their reason was that they don’t meet the minimum
living wage threshold that they’ve set.

ii.  The justification the Chancellor’s Office gave was that
the pathways did not meet the minimum living wage
threshold for a single person living alone, where
LARAEC had submitted that they could be part of a
minimum living wage for a family, and thus qualified.

c. Dr. Stiehl also went through a timeline of the process to
getting Round 2 approved, which was a recommendation by
the point persons team.

i.  She explained that they had submitted their official
proposal for round 2 on June 7th and had been
diligently checking in and gently nudging the Office as
they started seeing people get approved in
September.

ii.  This was followed by formal inquiries during the CAEP
Directors Event and the CAEP Summit, where they
talked with Chancellor’s Office representatives.
Eventually, they received the current response on
November 6th.

d. Dr. Stiehl explained their options to respond to this rejection.




i.  They can revise the work plan and pull the rejected
items, then submit the work plan again so there is no
delay in getting the funding. They did take out the
pathways in the modified application and Burbank
USD opted to replace their physical therapy aid
pathway with the already-approved Certified Medical
Assistant pathway.

ii.  They could also hold off on submitting and do some
more lobbying with the Chancellor’s office. They can
also opt to go ahead and approve this with revisions,
and then do more lobbying in advance of Round 3
applications to press for putting those rejected
pathways back.

e. Mr. Noguera suggested that they move forward with the
revised plan and vote on it, since BUSD has already picked an
alternate pathway and they are ready to move forward, and
they can always start working on lobbying now.

f. Ms. Neyra would like to lobby further, especially for the
personal care aid pathway, but does not want to wait longer
for the money to be distributed to LARAEC’s districts.

g. Dr. Lancaster said that he has a meeting with the
Chancellor’s Office in December about this topic, and wanted
to see if there was a way to hold onto the money that has
been rejected, put it in another category or something, and
then move it back.

i He said he is not quite sure why Sacramento does not
seem to understand how the home health care
practitioner is the largest pathway into healthcare,
particularly in LA County, and particularly with English
language learners. They are a significant export for LA
County and a massive driver of economy, and that is
what he feels he needs to be able to convey to
Sacramento.

ii. However, because Sacramento is using two-year-old
data, they are not able to see that it meets all the
criteria for including the pathway. So that is why he
wants to see if there is a way to move forward with
this to not hold up other things but still have the
opportunity to get this funded.

iii.  Ms. Neyra agreed with the need for the pathway, and
noted that every single student from programs like
that were placed in a job immediately, and noted that




it is the highest percentage of placement rate in any
of LARAEC’s Allied Health programs.

Dr. Stiehl noted that during round one the LARAEC office had
asked if a member district can switch to a different pathway
after the grant application was approved, and the state
seemed open to doing that as long as it was an approved
pathway. She suggested they may be able to approve the
revised work plan and then if they get the PCA pathway
approved, request an amendment to Round 2 to add it back.

i Dr. Lancaster was open to any creative solution they
can manage on LARAEC’s end, noting that 5 of his
colleges have a significant investment in home health
teaching.

ii.  Dr. Stiehl also said that one of the ways of looking at
it is, it does say in the grant that it’s a course or series
of courses leading to a higher-wage career, which is
how they’ve interpreted the PCA. But if the PCA is
part of the sequence towards the CNA pathway, and
it’s a class students can take early on to help them
with the vocabulary, for example, you could
theoretically fund PCA and in-home services as part of
that pathway. But they would not have metrics for a
completer yet.

Dr. Stiehl summed up that they can relate the PCA program
as part of the CNA continuum to be able to move forward
with funding that, but they just couldn’t count the metrics
until they get it approved, and then they would add it back as
a pathway by itself by amendment to the plan. Dr. Lancaster
and Ms. Neyra agreed to the idea.

Ms. Neyra motioned to approve the revised Round 2
workplan. Dr. Lancaster seconded.

The board voted unanimously to approve the revised
workplan.

5.3 Approve the MOU for distribution of funding of ELL Healthcare
Pathways Grant Round 2

a.

Dr. Stiehl explained that this item was connected to the
previous one, and that they are trying to get the MOU going
as quickly as possible before the holidays to get the funding
to districts ASAP.
i.  Thisis arevised MOU that is ready for Round 2, with
changes to LAUSD’s status as fiscal agent and the way
that the Chancellor’s Office is allocating this money.




Instead of it being part of a monthly allocation, it is
going to be as a grant, and they need a grant
agreement signed with the fiscal agent LAUSD.

ii. 60% of the grant will be paid as soon as they have the
grant agreement and an approved work plan, and
then LARAEC will get the other 40% sometime in the
spring between March and May.

iii.  Another change is to item 6, which will add a caveat
allowing for the grant money to come back before the
grant period ends for possible redistribution.

b. Dr. Lancaster moved to approve the MOU. Dr. Yuen
seconded.
c. The board voted unanimously to approve the MOU.

5.4 Approve Los Angeles USD Out-0f-State Travel

a. Dr. Lancaster moved to approve the LAUSD out-of-state
travel. Dr. Cardenas seconded.
b. The board voted unanimously to approve.

5.5 Approve Los Angeles USD Capital Outlay

a. Dr. Lancaster moved to approve the LAUSD capital outlay. Dr.
Cardenas seconded.
b. The board voted unanimously to approve.

5.6 Approve Burbank USD Capital Outlay

a. Ms. Neyra moved to approve the BUSD capital outlay. Dr.
Cardenas seconded.
b. The board voted unanimously to approve.

5.7 Discuss and come to consensus on the focus areas for the 2025-
2028 LARAEC Three-Year plan

a. Dr. Stiehl introduced the 3-year planning update, explaining
to the board where in the timeline they are.

i.  The conversation today is to come to a consensus and
select LARAEC’s focus areas for the next 3 years. Once
they figure out the big areas they want to target, they
are going to give those areas to their focus area
groups to work on through February and March.

ii.  They will then finish a draft of the 3-year plan in
March and have a stakeholder review of it in April
before hopefully approving it in May.

iii.  They have also opened up their 3-year planning
website, laraec.org/3yp, where they are putting up all
of their 3-year planning documents and data binder so
everyone can access them.

b. Dr. Stiehl explained that the initial planning groups over the
last two Fridays were inter-district groups with all members
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Michele Stiehl,
Justin Gorence,
and Becky
Foreman



http://laraec.org/3yp

participating as well as point persons from each district, and
they looked at a slice of data from the data binder each.

i.  One group looked at labor market info for the region,
another at regional educational needs, one about
student barriers and support, and one about
stakeholder input, surveys, and focus conversations
with students.

Mr. Gorence added that the groups were led by one of their
professional facilitators, either Becky Foreman or Jenna
Manwari, and typically had a point person embedded with the
group.

i.  The presentation displayed a document (also in the
board’s packet) of the big bucket areas that the
groups came up with, as well as their thoughts behind
them and their creation.

They then met with the point persons on Monday during a
leadership team meeting and came up with 3 big areas to
look at: Support for Adult Learner Success, Staff
Development and Recruiting, and Transitions and Pathways
to Education, Workforce Preparation, and Employment.

i.  Support for Adult Learner Success focuses on both
current and potential students, recruitment and
retention of students, and equity in access and
technology.

i.  They also talked about Staff Development and
Recruitment as making sure they have the
professional development to enable them to provide
the best quality product, as well as recruiting staff to
meet the needs of classes.

iii.  The Transitions and Pathways area came up a lot in
the student survey and in focus conversations with
students. They want jobs and they want their work at
their schools to be connected with the workforce and
what their ultimate goals are. They also talked about
strengthening employment connections between
member districts and looking at articulation
agreements and dual enroliment.

e. Dr. Stiehl added that the document references a fourth

f.

“bucket” called District Recommendations that pops up
whenever they do 3-year planning.

i.  Every time there is that level of planning, there are a
number of things that people discuss and suggest that
are not consortium-level activities, and would be more
suited for a district to implement: more wi-fi access on
campus for students, more counselors, etc.

i. They want to create that bucket where they can
capture that information and maybe put in in a
document to distribute to school sites or district
leadership.

Dr. Stiehl explained that they are looking for direction from
the board on what their focus areas need to be for their 3-
year planning, and they want to get it down to 3 or 4 big
buckets.

i Then, they will take those buckets to their focus area
teams in the spring to develop strategies and activities
and build out the bulk of their 3-year planning.




i. She pointed out that the documents say what the
initial planning group said and what the leadership
team condensed it down to, and encouraged the
board to suggest any ideas they may have if they see
something critical missing or something that is
important to them.

Dr. Stiehl then turned it over to Becky Foreman, who
explained her role in the planning meetings and summarized
the process of coming up with the three major buckets. She
asked the board if the three major ones are the right focus
areas to move forward over the next 3 years.

i.  Mr. Noguera thought the focus areas looked great.

i. Ms. Neyra would like to see apprenticeships and pre-
apprenticeship programs mentioned in the Transitions
and Pathways section since they are a very important
aspect of transitioning. She also liked the idea of
compiling the district recommendations in a
document, separate from the 3-year plan. She also
believed those are the perfect focus areas to move
forward.

iii.  Dr. Cardenas thought the process to arrive at these
three buckets was great.

iv.  Ms. Neyra also thought it was important to note that
the whole purpose of LARAEC is how the districts
work together, and to think about how they can do
these actions together instead of just meeting those
goals in parallel.

Dr. Stiehl confirmed that everyone is in agreement that those
are the focus areas that they are going to use moving
forward.

The board agreed to skip the Board Member Reports section
in the interest of time.

5 Juan Noguera
Board Member BUSD Executive Board
Reports i No report. Members
. CCusD
i No report.
LACCD
i No report.
. LAUSD
i No report.
MUSD
i No report.
6 Next Regular Board Meeting: December 20th, 2024 Juan Noguera
Announcements

Location(s): Teleconferencing locations

Mr. Noguera explained that the December 20th meeting is often
canceled if there are no pressing items, and the LARAEC staff




informed him that there are no pressing items that need to be
addressed at that meeting. He suggested that they cancel the
meeting, and the board agreed. Mr. Noguera then said that their
next scheduled meeting would be January 17th, 2025.

He suggested having a special meeting on Friday, December 13th,
2024 just in case. Dr. Cardenas proposed that they hold the
December 13th meeting in their calendars because she may have an
item to present at that time. The rest of the board agreed to hold
the date.

9
Adjourn

Mr. Noguera adjourned the meeting at 2:02 PM.




