LARAEC Executive Board

Minutes- Regular Board Meeting

Friday, February 21, 2025
1:00 PM — 4:00 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
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 meeting in the Pledge of Allegiance.

1.2 Adjustments to the agenda — The Board President will
announce any requests for adjustments to the meeting
agenda
a. Mr. Noguera proposed an amendment to the agenda to

move item 5 to after item 2, public comment, in the request
of LAUSD.

1.3 Approval of the agenda

a. Dr. Cardenas moved to approve the agenda with that

amendment and Ms. Neyra seconded.

b. The board voted unanimously to approve the amended
agenda.

1.41tems for future agendas — The Board President will request
items for future board meetings
a. There were no items for future agendas.
1.5 Approval of minutes

Regular Meeting: November 22, 2024
Special Meeting: December 13, 2024

a. Dr. Cardenas moved to approve both sets of minutes and Ms.
Neyra seconded.

Juan Noguera




b. The board voted unanimously to approve both sets of
minutes.

c. Dr. Stiehl asked if they could swap comment items 2 and 4 so
since they were also moving item 5 up. There were no
objections.

4
Public Comment

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

Juan Noguera

5
Discussion and
Action Items

Mr. Noguera explained the process for discussion and comment, and
noted that they can modify each motion if needed.

5.1 New CTE programs — Discussion of the required process for
approval of new career technical education (CTE) programs and an
option for seeking LARAEC board validation of regional need.

a. Mr. Gorence explained that they are looking to make the
board aware of the components of this item and to offer
LARAEC office support for compliance with this item.

i. He explained that they had received a number of calls
to the office about this item, and highlighted Ed Code
84906. He also broke down the code and how it
establishes a data source and study for the evaluation
of the job market for a potential CTE program, and
how the consortium board or another governing body
can approve it.

ii. He added that in looking at the item, it seemed like
there might be a space for the LARAEC staff and office
to support the process in the same way they support
reports for capital outlays or out of state travel.

iii. Tothat end, they created a template for the board for
reports to them prior to a vote on approving the CTE
program.

iv.  Mr. Gorence noted that the process would simply be
to determine the need for any submitted CTE
program.

b. Dr. Cardenas thanked them for laying the item out in concise
fashion. She asked if they could also add a proposed timeline
to the process proposed in the template, so the board can be
informed if the approval is time sensitive.

c. Dr. Lancaster said that the Community College system has to
submit this information to the state, and asked if this item
was looking to develop an actual process. Mr. Gorence said
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that idea here was to offer the opportunity, knowing that
districts have their own internal processes.

i.  Dr. Stiehl added that they also wanted to provide
support to tick off boxes that districts’ internal
processes might not, and that it might be easier for
some districts to get onto the consortium board’s
agenda rather than their school board’s agenda.

ii.  Ms. Neyra clarified that the approval does not have to
come through LARAEC.

5.2 Limited Scope Review — Presentation of the 2023-2024 School
Year limited-scope review and report.

a. Dr. Stiehl explained and gave background on the limited-
scope review, noting that it was their first time doing it as a
result of their new monitoring protocols.

i.  She explained that it was a sort of self-review by each
of the districts, completed in fall 2024. She noted that
the results of each self-audit and effectiveness report
are in the board packet and on the LARAEC website.

b. From there, LARAEC aggregated that into a report that was
discussed at leadership meetings with point persons.

i.  They found that districts participated fully in
consortium activities and took actions consistent with
the annual and 3-year plans.

ii.  They submitted CAEP reports and met the CAEP
member effectiveness indicators and assurances.

c. The main point of the review was compliance, but they did
have three recommendations from member districts.

i.  They recommend continuing discussions about
carryover with the board; they were over their 20%
carryover maximum and submitted a written
expenditure plan, but continuing discussion would be
helpful.

ii.  The second recommendation was to continue LARAEC
focus on counseling, onboarding, engagement, and
persistence of students to help shrink the gap
between 0+ hour students and 12+ hour students.

iii.  The third recommendation was based on the fact that
LARAEC still has fewer post-secondary transitions
than pre-Covid. So the recommendation is to keep




developing and implementing their consortium
transitions plan.

d. Overall, the document indicates that they are doing a great
job, and Dr. Stiehl emphasized that the review is not
designed to be their planning document.

e. She also explained that they have decided to do full reviews
on a three-year cycle, with limited-scope reviews every year.
The next full-scope review will be for the 2025-2026 school
year.

f. Dr. Lancaster asked, regarding the third recommendation, if
there was any discussion around dual enrollment between
community colleges and adult ed schools.

i.  Dr. Stiehl said that they did not call it out specifically,
but dual enroliment has definitely been a part of
board meeting discussions and is embedded in their
transition plan.

5.3 Approve proposed changes to the Member-district Monitoring
Procedures.

a. Dr. Stiehl introduced the item and gave background, saying it
was closely coupled with the previous item.

b. Asthey went through the review process for the first time,
they checked in with point persons and asked them to keep
an eye on the process for any parts that were unclear or that
they would need to change. There were some changes that
were proposed.

i.  One proposed set of changes was to clean up and
clarify the self-analysis questionnaire. They also
added a space to print names next to places requiring
signatures to prevent future confusion.

ii. They also added a pre-filled document that will close
part of the verification loop for capital outlay and out-
of-state travel.

iii.  Finally, they propose changes to the effectiveness
report that is part of their monitoring procedures to
include an analysis piece, as well as changes to the
timing of the report and various small changes to
make it more clear and user-friendly.




iv.  One big change involved the addition of data from
LACCD MIS data for unduplicated headcounts, CTE
certificates earned in CAEP program areas, and LACCD
transfers from non-credit to CTE or credit. Dr. Mullen
and her researcher helped facilitate adding this data.

v.  These changes will put the report more in sync with
their CFAD and NOVA. If the board is in alignment
with these changes, they can vote on implementing
them as an action item.

Dr. Lancaster asked if there was a need on some of these, to
make them more objective and less subjective.

i.  Dr. Stiehl said that they can look at that, noting that it
was originally created by an outside auditor who was
just looking at the language in the fiscal guide.

Mr. Noguera thought it was important to consider and put in
all of the aspects of what LARAEC does for their students, so
he would like to have a conversation to hear everyone’s
input, even if they do not approve the changes today.

Ms. Neyra commented that they should all be equal and
uniform in what they use for the data (Tops, etc.) and
thought there needed to be more discussion about this as a
board. Mr. Noguera agreed there should be more discussion
and presentation of the documents. Ms. Neyra agreed
because they are changing the precedents of what they’ve
always done.

Ms. Neyra asked if they could approve everything but the
changes to the effectiveness report document. Mr. Noguera
confirmed that they could, and asked if there was a motion
to approve the item without the effectiveness report.

i.  Dr. Lancaster noted that it would probably take a
much longer discussion to figure out how the LACCD
vs USD systems would work together, and he is not
prepared for that now. He has numerous other
experts he would want to engage with for a
discussion of this complexity. He thought that should
also happen at the point person meetings, not at the
board meeting.

ii. Ms. Neyra and Dr. Cardenas agreed, and Dr. Cardenas
was okay with approving the rest of the monitoring
procedures. Dr. Yuen also agreed, saying it would take
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more time and work on the back end for that
discussion.

Dr. Stiehl said the motion should be “without the changes to
the effectiveness report”.

i.  Dr. Lancaster asked if they could add that the point
persons will look into subjective language in the
documents and make recommendations to change
that into more objective language.

ii.  Dr. Stiehl noted that they can also send the whole
item back to the point persons and LARAEC office,
and that they were simply shooting for having it
approved before their July meeting and retreat.

Ms. Neyra rescinded a motion to approve the item without
changes to the effectiveness report.

Dr. Lancaster moved to table the item and Ms. Neyra
seconded.

The board voted unanimously to table the item.

5.4 Funding Formula and Defining Effectiveness — As part of three-
year planning, the LARAEC Board has elected to evaluate and
discuss the funding formula and district allocations. This item will
also include a discussion on defining effectiveness and related
bylaws updates that may be approved at a future board meeting.

a.

Dr. Stiehl explained that the LARAEC staff and point persons
have had a lot of discussions about funding and effectiveness
as part of their monitoring procedures and three-year
planning, and this item will present their progress in that
area for board feedback and comment.

i.  She explained that they are having this discussion
now because of previous agreements for the three-
year planning, as a result of the audit process, and
because LARAEC is experiencing a similar funding
imbalance to the one that triggered the previous
audit.

ii.  She also gave background for the state audit and how
the current funding allocation formula was developed
and implemented in 2020-2022.

iii.  The funding increases since SY21-22 have been due to
COLA. Also, the Education Code says that the amount
of funds a member gets cannot be cut unless the
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state funding is cut, or unless one of three scenarios
happens:

1. If they are not interested in pursuing adult
education anymore

2. If they cannot provide services that address
the needs in the adult education plan

3. If the member has been consistently
ineffective in providing services that address
the needs identified in the adult education
plan, including having excessive carryover for
two fiscal years, and reasonable interventions
have not resulted in improvements. However,
LARAEC bylaws address the excessive
carryover issue.

Per-student funding issues and imbalances led to the
creation of the current funding formula.

Now, the last full year of data they had showed a
similar disparity among districts of the money
allocated to students served. So the LARAEC staff
have been looking at how the consortium can resolve
this.

Dr. Stiehl explained that they have been looking for a year
and a half with fiscal specialists and board members and staff
about how they can define “effectiveness”, because the
“consistently ineffective” provision in the ed code does let
them trigger an allocation adjustment.

Defining “effectiveness” also helps a member district
anticipate need and change.

They also wanted to make sure that they built
something fair and compassionate to the member
districts who might be experiencing challenges like a
decrease in students.

Dr. Stiehl then introduced a proposed model for defining
effectiveness to get the board’s input and consideration, so
that they can eventually bring an action item to the board.

They liked the model for excessive carryover that
triggers an opportunity for the member district to
explain why it happened and offer solutions to
remedy it, as well as the simplicity of the per-student
rate.




Taking both of those, the proposed model will trigger
an agenda item if there is a significant imbalance in
per-student funding. Then the district with the
imbalance would come to the board meeting and
have the opportunity to present reports and explain
why the imbalance occurred. Then the board would
make a decision on what to do, possibly corrective
action or technical support. They can also have a one-
time return of funds or make and adjustment to the
base.

She then directed them to a sample of what modified
bylaws might look like to implement this model.

Mr. Noguera highlighted that they mentioned “fair” and
“compassionate”, and noted that their ultimate goal is
always to support adult learners. He also reminded the board
that this is a discussion item, not an action item, and said he
would like to hear from each member.

Dr. Lancaster asked how a “student” is defined.

Dr. Stiehl explained that they ultimately decided to
use all 0+ hour students because the board members
had previously been specific about not wanting to
value certain students more than others.

Ms. Neyra noted that a student with O hours could
have registered but never shown up, and thought
that would not be a “student” for her or anyone. She
asked how they could consider that a “student” if all
they did was register and not come to class, especially
in a potential future audit.

1. Dr. Stiehl said that they were specifically
looking at 0 to 11 hour students before the
12+ ones.

Dr. Lancaster noted that he did not want to see
someone lose funding (which they potentially could)
if they have less 0-hour students.

1. Ms. Neyra added that maybe they could look
at students with 1+ hours, and that 0-hour
students might also be on a waiting list for a
class, but still should not be considered
“students” if they have not put any class hours
in.




2. Dr. Stiehl said that they could look into how to
figure out O-hour students in their current
reporting system.

3. Dr. Lancaster also asked to see funding per x
hours of student hours (funding per 100
students hours, etc.). Dr. Stiehl noted that one
of the formulas they had originally in 2020 was
based around 12-hour students paying out
100% in funding versus under-12 students
paying out less, but said they could look into
the data regardless.

iv.  Mr. Noguera agreed that a student should have to
come in for a certain number of hours to be
considered a student, and that that would drive
accountability. He also thought they should push for a
cycle of using a new formula.

Dr. Stiehl added that they are not trying to create a new
funding formula right now, but rather a trigger point by
which they open the door to a discussion of whether a
district’s efforts are “consistently ineffective”, and that if
they declare they are, then a conversation can begin about
altering the allocation.

i.  Ms. Neyra noted that this will inevitably lead to how
they decide the funding formula will be, so it is
important to get it right.

Dr. Yuen asked if the corrective actions are consistent with
other consortiums, or more specific to LARAEC.

i.  Dr. Stiehl said that it is mainly just LARAEC as the
consortium that has actually gone through a state
audit.

Dr. Stiehl summarized that they can look back at the
comments and come back next meeting with some additional
data and scenarios. They are definitely open to producing
new funding scenarios, and that she would need clarification
about how the board feels about the possibility of a trigger
mechanism at 120% of student funding.

i.  Mr. Noguera thought they might want to lower that
number to 110%. Dr. Stiehl said they can come back
with more possible scenarios the next meeting, as
well as data for where each district has been with
that number for the last several years.




5.5 Discussion of possible alternates for LARAEC Executive Board

Members

a. Dr. Stiehl explained that they had discussed alternates at
several leadership meetings, and were looking for direction
on how the board would like them to move forward with the
possibility.

If they want to add alternates, they would have to
build out the bylaws. She noted that the bylaws
mention “proxies”, which are really used to represent
a board member’s ideas and their vote if they are
absent. An alternate would participate in the
meetings, discussions, and deliberations and then
make their own decision on how to vote.

She explained that proxies would violate the Brown
Act’s specification that discussions, deliberations, and
decision-making must happen at an open public
meeting. If a decision on how to vote was done
before the meeting, the public does not get to weigh
in.

If an alternate were to sit on the board, they would
have to be pre-approved and appointed by their
school board or district’s governing body, as outlined
in the CAEP rules and Ed Code. And board decisions
are final.

Dr. Stiehl added that they also need to make sure
whoever is added as an alternate is not simply doing a
proxy vote for their board member who is not in the
room. Alternates would need to follow Brown Act
requirements related to serial meetings and subject-
matter discussions outside of board meetings. It
would also further complicate things if an alternate
was also a point person.

1. There are further considerations as well like
how alternates would be kept up to date on
consortium activities and what
communications they would get, as well as if
there would be a cap on how many meetings a
member district can use an alternate for. Are
there specific reasons for when alternates can
be used, and would an alternate be
announced on the agenda as being present
instead of a district’s board member?




b. Mr. Gorence said that they had reached out to other
consortia and their directors asking about using alternates
and how it worked for them.

One consortium director said they do use alternates
and it does not logistically complicate things for board
meetings. However, it does create less of an
obligation for board members to attend.

At the beginning, Dr. Mullen said that they had used
alternates, but since they were informed of open
meeting rules and being Brown Act compliant, they
have stopped using alternates and have not since
then.

Dr. Lancaster said he would like to see it come back as a
bylaw or procedural recommendation that’s been worked on
by the point persons.

5.6 Discussion of potential impacts on adult education programs
should federal funding be reduced or removed. This discussion may
provide an opportunity to align on key concerns, share insights,
and determine potential next steps in advocating for program

sustainability.

a.

Dr. Cardenas explained that what prompted this item was a
letter from David Schapira, Chief Deputy Superintendent of
the California Department of Education, on January 28th
2025 providing an update to the field regarding federal grant
funding.

He acknowledged the conflicting guidance from the
Trump administration about which programs are
impacted by the funding pause.

The CDE is currently working to provide timely
information and collect data on potential impacts and
are asking local education agencies to share info with
Schapira’s office related to potential impacts of
freezing federal programs.

She explained that the two biggest sources for
LARAEC funding are WIOA Il and Perkins, and that the
total possible loss if those sources are cut off would
be 23 million dollars to LARAEC districts and 154
million dollars total to the state, inclusive of LARAEC's
portion.

b. One of her recommendations is to consider writing a letter
that identifies data and program impacts to be shared with




state officials, and she wanted to bring that up as a
discussion.

Ms. Le chimed in that she had reached out to Carolyn
Zachry, State Director of Adult Education, who
unfortunately could not make this board meeting.
However, she did recommend LARAEC reaching out to
the state and congressional members since LARAEC is
the largest consortium in the state.

Mr. Noguera agreed, and noted that he would be
meeting on March 6th with their new
Assemblymember, Nick Schultz with BUSD staff and
students to talk about how important adult ed and
ELL programs are. He also talked about reaching out
to Senator Adam Schiff or representative Laura
Freeman, who they have a good connection with.

He thanked Dr. Cardenas and said he believes they
have to be very proactive and keep moving forward
with their goals and not wait for something to
happen.

Dr. Lancaster added that the LACCD had a contingent o their
trustees, Chancellor, and others go to DC for a couple days,
and he had provided them with talking points about WIOA
and Perkins. They were able to speak with a number of
senators and representatives.

5.7 Approve Capital Outlay for Montebello USD

a.

Ms. Neyra moved to approve the capital outlay and Dr.
Lancaster seconded.

b. The board voted unanimously to approve the capital outlay.




3
Information and
Staff Reports

3.1 CAEP due dates and reminders

a. Ms. Neyra left the meeting at 2:31 PM just prior to this agenda
item.

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

3.2 ELL Healthcare Pathways Grant Update

a. Ms. Phan then gave updates and reminders for submissions for the
ELL Healthcare Pathways Grant for round one, as well as the
Round 2 first bi-annual report, which must be approved in NOVA
by member districts.

b. Ms. Le provided an update on Round 2, saying they are waiting for
the grant agreement to go through the process for the final
signatures for LAUSD. This could take between two and four
weeks, at which point LAUSD will send out an MOU docusign to
the board members.

c. Ms. Le also announced that Ms. Phan has accepted a promotion in
another department in LAUSD. She explained the critical role Ms.
Phan plays in the LARAEC office, and said that she will be missed.
She thanked Ms. Phan and expressed LARAEC's love and
appreciation for her.

i Ms. Phan thanked the board for the opportunity to work
with the LARAEC team.

ii. Mr. Noguera thanked Ms. Phan and encouraged her to
keep making a positive difference in changing the lives of
many people.

3.3 LARAEC Three-year Planning Update

a. Dr. Stiehl gave updates about the three-year planning timeline,
saying they had their first focus area team meeting two weeks ago
to start looking at the selected focus areas from November. They
have 2 more meetings with that group, then they will move on to
drafting.

3.4 LARAEC Events Update — Staff will share about the upcoming
Student Connect webinars, Lunch with LARAEC, and the Allied
Health Collaborative.

a. Mr. Gorence explained that they will be doing another Allied
Health Collaborative on March 15th after the resoundingly positive
response to the first, incorporating feedback from exit surveys
from that previous iteration.

i.  They created an intra-district Allied Health Personnel
advisory team to create topics that they would also like to

Kitty Phan
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b. They als
Zoom w

see as part of this second iteration. It will also be an
opportunity for networking and to interact with exhibitors.
They currently have over 70 registrations, including all 5
member districts and about 12 outside districts and
consortia.

o have their Student Connect Event upcoming as two free
ebinars on March 11th, spotlighting high priority topics to

students.

Originally they had planned to make the event about
entrepreneurship and owning a business which is a high
priority topic for many students, but because of policy
changes coming out of Washington they have pivoted to
immigrant rights as the topic.

1. Their partner the Loyola Immigrant Justice Clinic
will come with their immigration lawyers and
present. It will have simultaneous translation into
Spanish that students can access on their cell
phone.

c. Finally, they spotlighted the weekly Lunch With LARAEC zooms,
which have experienced an uptick in popularity recently, even

outside

the consortium.

d. Ms. Le added a report that she forgot to mention in the previous
item, saying that at the leadership meeting a point was brought up

that the
the dela
i

y should send an email to the Chancellor’s Office regarding
ys to the ELL Pathways Round 2 Grants.

There has been a delay in reaching out to all the
consortium members to notify them of the grant for
Round 2, and LARAEC can take the lead in writing an
official email because of the impact delays have on their
reporting deadlines and potential outcomes. She said if the
board is okay with it, she can send that email and copy the
board.

Mr. Noguera thought that was important and asked Ms. Le
to keep on top of it.

Dr. Lancaster added that he is having lunch with the Vice
Chancellor of the State next week, so he asked Ms. Le to
share anything he can bring up to the Vice Chancellor.

2 b. There were no requests for public comment over Zoom or in Juan Noguera
Public Comment person.
6 Juan Noguera
Board Member a. BUSD Executive Board
Reports i.  Mr. Noguera noted that MUSD has been very active Members

on social media, and congratulated Dr. Yuen.
He reported that BUSD has started ESL online and
thinks it is going to be a good pilot program for the




iv.
b. CCUSD
i.
ii.
iii.
c. LACCD
i.
ii.
d. LAUSD
i.

e. MUSD
i.

rest of the semester. They are also exploring a
partnership with the dental clinic in the community,.
They also launched the Clinical Medical Assistant
classes, which are going well.

He also said that Lunch With LARAEC is amazing right
now, and he frequently joins during lunchtime. He
thanked and congratulated Mr. Gorence and Dr.
Stiehl on the quality of information and presenters,
and added that they should encourage their own staff
as a consortium to present.

Dr. Cardenas was hopeful that their communities can
rebuild after the fires and the subsequent harsh rains,
and they want to support LA and ensure their success
as they rebuild.

She thanked Ms. Phan for her patience, expertise, and
ongoing support, and wished her the best.

They are trying to hire a CTE coordinator and have not
been able to fill the position, and asked board
members to share if they know of a good fit for the
position.

Dr. Lancaster reported that LACCD has an interim
Chancellor, and they have just hired a Deputy
Chancellor who was previously the Vice Chancellor of
Educational Programs and Institutional Effectiveness.
He has also been part of conversations about LA
recovery with businesses, labor, and the mayor’s
office staff. However, the discussions have not been
very centralized, and there seems to be a lot of noise
out there. So he thinks they should also as a
consortium make sure that they have an effort
around working together with the state, etc. on that.

No report.

Dr. Yuen introduced their new Director of Adult Ed,
Deanna Plascencia, and thanked LARAEC for coming
by a few weeks ago to meet her and go over some of
MUSD’s projects.

Fort Park is moving along: they have just approved
the bid for the contractors for the new building, and
they are submitting their plans for approval.

They have also been doing a lot to revitalize their
offerings and partnering with their Head Start
program and elementary schools.




7 7.1 Next Regular Board Meeting: March 21st, 2025 Juan Noguera
Announcements
Location(s): Teleconferencing locations
8 Mr. Noguera adjourned the meeting at 2:57 PM.

Adjourn




