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1 Juan Noguera
Call to Order a. Mr. Noguera called the meeting to order with quorum at 1:02
pm. Lynda Farnsworth introduced herself as principal of the
East Los Angeles Occupational Center and welcomed the
LAREC board and meeting attendees.

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. There were no adjustments to the agenda.

1.3 Approval of the agenda
a. Dr. Cardenas motioned to approve the agenda and 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: March 21, 2025
a. Dr.Yuen motioned to approve the minutes from the March
21, 2025 LARAEC board meeting and Dr. Lancaster seconded.

b. The board voted unanimously to approve the March 21, 2025
minutes.




2
Public Comment

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

Justin Gorence

3
Information and
Staff Reports

3.1 CAEP due dates and reminders

a. Mr. Rodriguez presented on CAEP due dates and reminders for
member districts.

3.2 Quarter 2 Member Expense Report

a. Mr. Rodriguez acknowledged the member districts for their
prompt submission of data for the report.

b. He then presented the Q2 member expense report, directing
board members to it in their packet, as well as corrective actions
that have already been made.

3.3 Effectiveness Report

a. Mr. Rodriguez explained that the effectiveness report stemmed
from the state’s audit of LARAEC, and presented the report.

b. He explained the data comprising the report, and noted that
LACCD’s data comes from WIOA participants only. It does not
reflect CAEP funded programs across CAEP program areas.

c. Mr. Noguera asked if the report is provided by each district, and
Mr. Rodriguez clarified that it is drawn from TE reporting from
each district, and that the report is as of December 2024, Q2 of
fiscal year 2024-2025.

3.4 Progress on Written Expenditure Plan and Carryover Report

a. Dr. Stiehlintroduced the item and gave background on the reasons
for introducing the written expenditure plan and carryover report
because of a greater than 20% carryover in funding as a
consortium.

i.  Their written plan sat in NOVA without any approvals or
actions, and in corresponding with CAEP personnel at
meetings throughout March, LARAEC staff were sent a
letter saying they had conditional approval.

ii.  CAEP requested further information and gave LARAEC
additional feedback. They specifically wanted more
information about LACCD, which the LARAEC staff sent to
CAEP with help from Dr. Mullen.

iii. Dr. Stiehl explained that they responded to the CAEP team
and that it seems that the CAEP team had only read part of
their written expenditure plan, so they reiterated key
points about monitoring and fiscal targets, and are waiting
on a response from CAEP.

b. Dr. Stiehl then introduced and presented the Carryover Report,
which is current through Q2 (December 2024).

Rey Rodriguez
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i She added that they have likely taken a big bite out of the
carryover because of spending in January through March
which is not reflected in the report.

ii. In the event that they still have carryover, they will have to
write another written expenditure report; she added that
nothing in the Ed Code says the state can remove funding
for not meeting a carryover target.

3.5 ELL Healthcare Pathways Grant Update

a. Ms. Le gave an update on the ELL Healthcare Pathways Grant as
well as an update on their communications with the state about
the difficulties of spending the grants received so far, as well as the
sunset date for the round 1 funds.

b. Mr. Noguera asked for clarification as to whether they are on
target with their spending for round 1.

i Mr. Rodriguez and Ms. Le explained that they only have
the consolidated report, and thus cannot say where each
member district is now with their spending, but they can
circulate that to the board later.

c. Mr. Noguera thought this discussion was important to
demonstrate transparency and that they are doing the right thing
with these grants.

3.6 Update on participation in the Southern California Hospital
Association Human Resources Conference

a. Ms. Le introduced the item by explaining the reasons for LARAEC's
participation: increasing visibility of LARAEC and networking.

i LACCD and LAUSD participated in the 2-day event which
featured 31 different hospitals, and received a number of
contacts from Northern California.

ii. Ms. Le also asked the conference chair to distribute
LARAEC's fliers to hospitals that LACCD/LAUSD reps did not
get a chance to meet with. Overall, it was a good
networking experience.

3.7 Information on the Santa Clara Teacher Credentialing Program

a. Ms. Le introduced the agenda item, explaining that she originally
came from the credentialed K12 world.

i Sometimes the process of taking classes and getting
credentialed is prohibitively costly. The program in the
agenda item is designed to support educators in obtaining
their academic credentials because of the ongoing
teaching shortage.

ii. It is available to all school districts, and also includes a
mentoring component as well. She would highly
recommend LARAEC participate in the program.

b. Dr. Cardenas thanked Ms. Le for sharing the opportunity and said
she had looked at the program, and it was being moved forward
with an MOU at the board level at CCUSD.

Men Le




C.

i She talked about the two-year commitment requirement

in the program, and suggested they connect with Santa
Clara for more information to see if it works for individual
districts.

Mr. Noguera agreed that it would be nice to learn more

information about how the program is working for a district that is

participating. Ms. Le said she would look into that and come back

to the board with more information.

4
Public Comment

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

Justin Gorence

5
Discussion and
Action Items

5.1 Three-Year Plan Preview
a.

Dr. Stiehl introduced the agenda item, saying that they are
now in a draft stage of the plan and have set aside the month
of April for comment and feedback through the website and
Lunch With LARAEC.

She explained that they will present the draft with final
revisions at the May board meeting.

Mr. Gorence then explained the self-assessment of the draft
and the process of putting together their data binder.

i. He also explained that they divided the data into four
buckets that were turned into planning teams.

ii. He explained the collaborative nature of the plan
drafting, and noted that a priority throughout the
process was making sure stakeholder voices are
heard, and that it truly is the stakeholders’ plan.

Dr. Stiehl then introduced highlights of the plan activities,
referring the board to their packets for more information.

i. She explained the three program areas that fall under
adult learning support and the marketing campaigns
that followed from that.

ii. She also explained efforts to ramp student
engagement, and Mr. Gorence plugged the student
connect webinars for being an excellent avenue for
disseminating high quality information.

iii.  Dr. Stiehl also talked about the plan’s efforts to
increase awareness of support services, and how
they can support student populations with programs
such as the Allied Health collaborative.

1. This included financial support systems to pay
for things like uniforms and testing, etc.

iv.  Mr. Gorence then talked about the staff development
and recruitment focus area, and how LARAEC can
support ongoing efforts by individual districts to
address this.

1. Mr. Gorence then talked about collaborative
professional development.

v.  Another thing that came up in their faculty survey was
supporting students that are in difficult or traumatic
circumstances or have had traumatic circumstances

Michele Stiehl and
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in their lives, and doing this through trauma-informed
instruction.

e. Dr. Lancaster thought that the board packet was not aligning
so perfectly with the powerpoint, and was trying to connect
the two.

i.  He talked through which paragraphs aligned with
which activity areas for clarification.

f. Dr. Stiehl then introduced their third area around transitions,
and explained three different sub areas including career
awareness and transition readiness, transition teams and
pipelines, and partnerships with education, industry, and
community.

g. Mr. Gorence then talked about the section of the plan related
to metrics, reportable individuals and participants.

h. Dr. Stiehl reiterated that next steps would be gathering
feedback throughout April, then starting in May to revise with
help from leadership.

i.  She explained that they would be producing two
versions of the draft plan, a NOVA-formatted version
as well as a “coffee table version” which would
arrange the sections in logical order and present a
more aesthetic version of the plan for stakeholders.

i.  Then, they will bring the final draft to the board
meeting in May for approval, and then approval in
NOVA at the leadership retreat.

i. Ms. Neyra asked about articulation, and Dr. Stiehl said
articulation was definitely in there and that leadership and the
point persons would work with districts to determine what
they wanted to articulate.

j- Dr. Lancaster requested for the May meeting that the board
be given both versions of the plan (coffee table and NOVA
format). LARAEC staff would provide them both.

k. Mr. Noguera noted the mention of the adult ed connect,
noting how beneficial it was in connecting districts to share
best practices.

i.  Dr. Stiehl further explained that they had originally
called it Teacher Connect and talked about the
development of it into its present form.

ii.  Mr. Gorence also plugged a May 1st Lunch with
LARAEC geared toward administrators.

5.2 Approve RG Pacific Marketing proposal for 2025-26 SY
a. Mr. Noguera gave some background on the item, explaining
that they had seen some of the proposal before but had
asked the company to come back after some suggestions by
Dr. Lancaster.

b. Mr. Gorence added that the board had heard this item last
August and the reason it’s taken so long to get back is they
had priority items in meetings between then and now.

i.  Mr. Gorence then explained the background of the
digital marketing campaign that was proposed, noting
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that they wanted to focus on underserved
populations.

The campaign would be a 12-week campaign to try do
drive traffic to the LARAEC website. She then went
over the features on the website designed to take in
and help this traffic.

Mr. Gorence added that the marketing campaign is
not meant to supplant any individual district’s existing
marketing efforts.

c. Mr. Gorence introduced Mr. Galan, also LARAEC's
webmaster, to give an expert introduction to the proposed
campaign.

Mr. Galan explained that the 12-week campaign was
geared towards those underserved populations such
as Spanish speakers, young adults pursuing vocational
trade paths and adults without high school diplomas.

He then explained how they would optimize the
website for those groups, including real-time
optimization.

They would also make sure any initiative was ADA
compliant, and were training teams on messaging.

Mr. Galan then explained the 5 phases of the
campaign rollout, as well as the budget breakdown of
the campaign.

He then explained the metrics they would be using to
measure the success of the campaign.

d. Mr. Noguera believed that they need to keep exploring new
ways to bring students in, and believed this item addressed a
large digital market that they have not tapped into yet. He
thinks the proposal is a great thing and that they should
consider it.

e. Dr. Lancaster asked whether the ask from the board for this
was to approve the entire scope of work, or just the budget.
Mr. Gorence said the ask today is to approve the budget so
they can move forward.

Dr. Lancaster asked if that meant they were not
approving the SOW; Mr. Gorence thought the SOW
would be an adjunct to the budget, so the ask was
also to approve the SOW.




ii.  Dr. Lancaster had concerns about the way the
proposal was written, and thought the accessibility
piece needed to be throughout the proposal and
more concrete. Something like saying “all materials
fulfill ADA 504 and 508 compliance standards”.

iii.  Mr. Gorence said they could either amend the
language with what Dr. Lancaster suggested or pass it
with amended language. It would not affect the
budget.

Dr. Lancaster moved to approve the proposal with the
amended language and SOW. Dr. Cardenas seconded.

The board voted unanimously to approve the proposal
budget and SOW.

. At this point, Mr. Noguera suggested they take a 5-10 minute
break. Break started at 2:12 PM.

The board meeting reconvened at 2:22 PM.

5.3 Approve proposed changes to the member-district
monitoring procedures.
a. Dr. Stiehl gave background on the item, explaining it had

previously been discussed at the February board meeting
before staff were asked to deliberate more on the item.

She explained that she wanted to go over two items on this
agenda, with a third item at a future meeting. These items are
coupled, but still distinct items.

i.  This firstitem is because they used their new
monitoring procedures for the first time this year.
Based on feedback and response to how that
monitoring went, they reported on it in February and
have come up with proposed changes to the
procedures to address that.

ii.  Another conversation they will have is when the
trigger point is that will trigger a conversation about
what it means to be an “effective” member district.

iii. A future third discussion will be a possible discussion
on funding. So if that trigger point triggers an agenda
item, what the future discussions would be and where
would they take place.

She then reiterated that they would be addressing just
changes to the monitoring procedures in this item.

She explained that the first item was to go back and look at
the program compliance questionnaire.

i.  Dr. Lancaster had requested to make some of the
questions in the document more objective rather than
subjective, and there were two specific ones that the
LARAEC staff found could be made more objective.
One of them is item 3.5 on the handout, “did the
member district participate in completing the 3-year
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plan” and “did the member district participate in
completing and updating the annual consortium plan.

ii. The other one is 3.6 on the handout, “did member
districts participate in consortium, public meetings and
consortium final decisions”. Both of these items were
part of the fiscal management guide.

iii.  Discussions were had about what “participation” could
be defined by, and whether alternates could be used.
Alternates were also due to be discussed at a June
board meeting with a sample bylaw proposal to
address it.

Ms. Neyra suggested that they keep the language from the
assurances in 3.6.

Mr. Noguera suggested they could talk about alternates some
more right now; Dr. Stiehl clarified that the request from the
board last time was to draft potential bylaws related to
alternates and bring them to a future board meeting.

i.  They did not bring them to this board meeting
because they were working on the 3-year plan and
the items on this current agenda.

Mr. Noguera asked if they need a vote to approve this. Dr.
Stiehl explained they are looking for a vote to approve all of
the updates to the monitoring procedures.

Dr. Stiehl explained that the other thing they were asked to
go back and talk about with the leadership team was the
effectiveness report.

i.  She explained the background of the effectiveness
report as part of the monitoring procedures. They
have embedded it as part of analysis. They are
suggesting with this update that they do this
effectiveness report once a year in the future. There
are other updates to the policies to match NOVA and
their CFAD.

ii.  The last item was discussed in February and is to add
LACCD’s MIS data as a separate line to this
document. They were asked to go back and look at it
in more detail, so she explained why they need the
data on there (to allow districts to assess their actual
enroliment). They also discussed the background of
the Community Colleges using the MIS system.

iii.  Dr. Stiehl also explained how the state reconciles the
two systems that LACCD and the rest of the member
districts use, and how it is done through an outside
contractor that created a mutual database to bring the
data together now called Data Vista (formerly Launch
Board). This database brings in the MIS data with the
K12 districts’ Tops Pro data.

iv.  She added that they get a letter written to every
consortium every year detailing how they will
communicate their data each year.

v. So the intent was to use this effectiveness report to
use it as part of monitoring procedures and analysis,
and now they want to create a form that works for all
districts so they do not have to rely on Data Vista,
which is sometimes slow to post with data. So they
are looking to approve these proposed changes




today. Dr. Stiehl noted that they can approve all of the
changes or some of them to move forward.
Ms. Neyra noted that LACCD also uses Tops Pro because
they receive WIOA funding; Dr. Stiehl clarified that they are
only required to report their WIOA students through Tops Pro.

i.  Ms. Neyra understood, but thought that if they are
going to be measuring the effectiveness of the
consortium as it relates to CAEP funding, they should
all be submitting the same information from the same
information system.

Dr. Lancaster said that LACCD does not have the human
capital to put everything in TE across the board.

Mr. Noguera asked what the implications are if they do not
approve these changes now and continue reporting as they
have been.

i.  Dr. Stiehl explained that if they don’t make the
changes, LACCD will continue pinning the document
to the end of their analysis, which will be collected as
part of the report. And the consortium will not get to
know that data until LACCD attaches, and even then
don’t get to see a lot of data.

ii.  Ms. Neyra still thought that it was confusing having
data specifically from LACCD in the report that other
districts don’t have to report, and is not equitable.

1. Dr. Stiehl added that in the conversations had
at the state level, they stopped distinguishing
which students were funded with CAEP funds.
So they are just looking at students by
program area.

iii.  Mr. Noguera summarized that the benefit of the
modified report is to provide a better more
comprehensive report.

1. Dr. Stiehl reiterated that this would show all of
their students in CAEP program areas, but Ms.
Neyra reiterated that it is not all funded
through CAEP.

iv.  Dr. Lancaster asked if the object was to pull out all
other sources of funding and only have the CAEP
reporting, and Ms. Neyra noted that they still report
other students by adding the LACCD numbers to the
back of the report. It's not not being reported, it’s just
not coming out on the chart.

v.  Dr. Stiehl said that there will not be a net impact if
they do not pass the modifications, but she thinks the
updates would be a huge win for data and be more
transparent about how many students they serve.

Dr. Lancaster asked what the ramifications would be if they
decided to just use Data Vista. Dr. Stiehl noted that they
would have to wait almost 9 months in order to start
analyzing data because of the timeline; it creates a big lag in
their analysis.

. Mr. Noguera asked if this lag in analysis would affect the
reporting or affect LACCD’s programs in any way.

i.  Dr. Stiehl could not speak to that, and noted that the
recommendation to change the reporting was to help
the entire document make more sense.




n.

Dr. Lancaster asked if this document could be considered an
initial planning or analysis document, and the report including
the Data Vista data could be considered the “final draft”. So
when the Data Vista data comes out and is added, that final
report is considered the actual true data that’s leveraged.

i.  Dr. Stiehl thought that could be a great workaround:
doing the review with the data they have, then provide
an additional report incorporating Data Vista data in
the spring. So they would continue reporting twice a
year, with the second report in the spring
incorporating Data Vista numbers.

Ms. Neyra asked if Data Vista was going to separate CAEP
funded programs from non-CAEP-funded ones, and Dr. Stiehl
explained that LACCD MIS data and Tops Pro Enterprise
both go into Data Vista. So it does not look at what money
those students are funded with because they have braided
funds. It looks at the students in each CAEP program area.

i.  Ms. Neyra noted that LAUSD does not get FTE
funding, where LACCD does, which is a huge thing for
the Community Colleges. So she thinks that is why
MIS data should not be part of an effectiveness
report.

ii.  Dr. Stiehl thought that was why they were trying to
make an emphatic statement in the document that it is
not to be used for anything else, and that LARAEC
will not use it for anything else.

iii.  Mr. Noguera suggested to modify the language of
how they present the report to say that it should only
be used for the purpose of reporting. Or they could
say that they will continue using the document without
changes. Dr. Stiehl said they could change the
language to say it'll only be used for reporting
purposes on this document.

Dr. Stiehl recapped that they would be changing the
language in item number one to say “will only be used for this
purpose” instead of “should only be used for this purpose.
They can approve the changes to the monitoring document
today minus the LACCD line for their data. They will remove
the MIS data line, and then if the board wishes in the spring
they can have a presentation from Data Vista on what the
state is saying their numbers are.

i.  Dr. Lancaster approved of that, noting he was not
sure why the Community Colleges were listed for 0+
hours, when they don’t get funded for 0 hours.

ii. Ms. Neyra agreed. Dr. Stiehl added that it's not even
0+, it's reportable individuals. She added to the
amendment to remove “0+” and put “reportable
individuals”, explaining the criteria to be counted as a
“reportable individual”.

Ms. Neyra moved to approve the changes as amended, and
Dr. Cardenas seconded.

The board voted unanimously to approve the motion as
amended.

5.4 Discussion and Approval of proposed changes to the
LARAEC bylaws related to monitoring member-effectiveness.
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a. Dr. Stiehl explained the agenda item noting that it could be a
possible action item. She explained that this item was about
establishing a trigger point that prompts the discussion of
effectiveness to be put on an agenda.

The item is not creating any funding or deciding on
funding right now. It is just about creating that trigger
point. And when it is triggered and a discussion of
effectiveness is agendized, that would be where
discussion could be had of what to do if a member is
ineffective like offering assistance or reallocating
funding.

She explained that they had discussed this as
recently as the February board meeting, but it had
been discussed in some form for the last two years.
She explained that the reason they were talking about
this now they agreed they would look at funding every
three years along with their 3-year plan. And they had
also agreed in their audit response to look at defining
effectiveness. Further, right now they were
experiencing a funding imbalance similar to the one
that triggered the previous audit.

Dr. Stiehl then explained the history of and reasoning
behind their funding distribution and allocation. She
also explained what the Ed Code says about funding,
and how there are only 3 circumstances when a
consortium could reduce a member district’s funding.

1. Two cases were consistent ineffectiveness at
providing services to students, or no longer
being able to provide services in the adult
education plan. The “consistently ineffective”
clause was suggested as a focus by the State
auditors, and to rectify the situation in terms of
some districts getting more funding per
student than others.

2. The per student funding compared across
districts has once again gotten to a similar
amount that triggered the audit, so they need
to discuss when to trigger a discussion about
effectiveness.

b. Dr. Stiehl explained that the idea is to have the trigger be
something very simple and clear.

They had discussed in the February meeting
changing the bylaws, and what the process would
look like. They had had extensive conversations with
their advisory team and the point persons team.

She presented a model for the trigger that the
LARAEC staff recommended, but said there could be
other triggers or a different trigger.

They wanted to make sure that member districts had
a chance to present on the circumstances that are
leading to the imbalance. Because there may be very
good reasons for it. And after the discussion they
could decide corrective actions, up to a one time
return of funds or a change in the base allocation.
She then presented what the bylaws around that
process might look like: at the close of every fiscal




C.

d.

year they would calculate the per student funding. It

doesn’t include carryover because that is covered in

other bylaws. So for the allocation, they will calculate

the average per student for the consortium; if any

district is receiving more than 120% above the

average, the board could conduct an agenda item.
Dr. Stiehl added that previously the board had asked to see
data and Dr. Lancaster has asked to look at using an FTE
kind of model for it, so they worked that out. Also, the board
asked where the 120% came from. She directed the board to
the data and explanation in their packets.

i.  She added that Dr. Lancaster had asked the LARAEC
staff to look at an FTE model, with the intention there
to combine students who only stayed in the program
for shorter periods of time.

ii. She also explained that some problems they ran into
were short-term classes having fewer hours than
longer ones; sometimes CTE classes require a lot of
funding, but they’re very short term.

iii.  She added that the ADA hours based model does not
always jive with their focus on acceleration and
moving people and getting outcomes.

iv.  She also asked the board to keep in consideration the
small districts as they do any of what’s being
discussed. There is a point where they have to be
able to afford an administrator, personnel and a
facility.

v.  Finally, she explained that the 120% was derived from
2020/2021 and was created to enable fixing
imbalances but also accounting for circumstances in
the district and natural fluctuations.

Mr. Noguera noted that they continue using an allocation
formula that is about 7 years old, and they’ve been talking
about possible changes for 3 years now. He believes they
need to act instead of kicking the can further down the road.

i. He thought the money has to be placed where the
needs are, and they need to start looking at how
they’re going to have a better plan while being fair and
compassionate to all districts.

i.  They need to move forward on this because anybody
who sees this report will say there’s something wrong.

Ms. Neyra agreed, saying the report would say to anyone
looking at it that there’s something wrong with the consortium
that they’re allowing that imbalance to happen. And they
need to figure this out quickly before they are subjected to
additional audits. Obviously there’s a lot of carryover which is
leading to this.

Mr. Noguera added that they might start taking money away
from programs if this is not remedied, so they have to be
smart as a consortium and be able to move this money
around.

i.  They can decide on the trigger point now and discuss
when it is going to be in effect.

i. He also reiterated that they cannot kick the funding
can down the road anymore, saying they are also
three years removed from the pandemic, and he




thinks that’s enough and they need to start working on
a plan as they move forward.

g. Dr. Stiehl reminded the board that the chart they’ve been
working from did not include carryover since that is handled
by a bylaw that has already been set. These are just base
allocations on the charts.

i. She added that it is a negotiable item and they do not
have to set the trigger point for 120.

h. Dr. Yuen asked for clarification on where the LARAEC staff
got the trigger point, and also asked if the Ed Code specified
a process and timeline regarding reducing a member district’s
funding.

i.  Dr. Stiehl responded that she looked into the rules
through CAEP and the folks at the CDE for process
regarding that and while the rules are vague for the
process for a trigger point to allow for individual
circumstances for each consortia, the rules for
carryover compliance are very specific.

i.  Dr. Stiehl summarized that they are establishing an in-
house way to fix imbalances now by having a trigger
point. The trigger is for deciding when the
conversation should happen.

iii.  They can also decide when it's going to kick in and if
they want to give people time to get their ducks in a
row.

iv.  She also reiterated that there is no stipulation today
about how they would resolve an imbalance. They
have used a range of options in the past.

i. At Mr. Noguera’s request, Dr. Stiehl also clarified that they
have made adjustments to funding in the past, one time. Mr.
Noguera summarized that this item’s proposal is just to
correct something that is not working properly, and anybody
can be in that position.

j- Dr. Stiehl explained that if they were looking for an action
item to happen today, it would be approving the bylaws
update with a few decisions to make.

i.  They would need to decide if they wanted the 120%
trigger, whether they wanted reportable individuals or
participants in the data, and they would need to
indicate the start date for when they do the first report.
It will always be in the fall because that’s when the
fiscal year ends, so they would choose either this
September 30th or September 30th, 2026.

k. Dr. Lancaster asked if the trigger is hitting 120% two years in
a row before it goes to the board or if a district just has to hit
120% one time. Dr. Stiehl said they chose just one time
before it triggers the conversation, but the conversation that
happens could just be giving the member district a year to get
their numbers right, the conversation itself is open to a
number of approaches.

i.  Dr. Lancaster asked when the report would happen,
and Dr. Stiehl said it would happen September 30th,
presented at the October meeting. And the allocation
for the future year happens in the CFAD which is
going to be by May 2nd, so those conversations about
funding have to happen fast. Dr. Lancaster was still




concerned about the timeline and the impact on a
potential institution by something that was to happen
that fast from the board.

ii.  Dr. Stiehl suggested that they could put a caveat in
there where once a district is designated as ineffective
they have a year. Mr. Noguera agreed, but said he
thought they were jumping into something further
ahead, because he thinks they should just look at the
trigger point right now and whether they’re going to go
with participants or numbers of students enrolled.
Then look into how they’re going to implement this as
far as the timeline.

iii.  Mr. Noguera suggested starting the reports on
September 30th, 2025, giving the district a year
before they revisit this. He also said they need to start
setting a timeline to look into this.

Dr. Stiehl summarized from Dr. Lancaster that she wanted to
build in a year’s protection in the bylaws to not cause a death
spiral in schools or districts. No funding would be allowed to
be reduced until maybe the following year. Mr. Noguera
agreed.

. Dr. Lancaster said the motion would be just to approve the
120% as a trigger point for board discussion.

i.  Dr. Stiehl said that the motion would be to update the
bylaws, but there are still some blanks to fill in. They
can put in the caveat around once being deemed
ineffective that they have a year before there can be a
funding change.

Dr. Lancaster said his preference would be to table and send
this back to the point persons, and would rather have bylaws
come in that were completed for approval. Or maybe there
needs to be an ad hoc subcommittee of the board that needs
to take another look at it.

i.  Mr. Noguera disagreed and thought they need to
move forward with something and come out with a
trigger point, they can go with reportable individuals
and participants. They can see the document with a
little more revision next time.

Dr. Stiehl said they would bring it back and add that
language.

Dr. Cardenas said that this is important data points that they
really want to look at through all different levels. Today she is
seeing a bigger picture than when she was reading it to
herself thanks to the voices of her colleagues on the board to
fill in some blanks. Now she knows what questions to go back
to her district to further ask and understand. So she would
like a month to go back and consult her district.

i.  She understands that this has been a long-time
conversation that she is just entering now, but she
would like that month of time.

Mr. Noguera motioned to go with a trigger point of 120, to
divide it by 12 plus student participants in accordance with
the state definition. He believes they need to have a starting
point right now because they don’t have a plan to fix this
problem after 3 years of planning. Ms. Neyra heard his
concern that he wants the timeline to start now.




i.  He thought that it didn’t mean they would finalize this,
but that it would be a starting point for further
modification.

ii.  Mr. Noguera reiterated his motion and added that this
document can be revised next meeting.

r. Ms. Neyra seconded the motion.

s. Dr. Cardenas asked if the point persons have discussed the
differences between looking at whether they are dividing by
reportable individuals or participants. Dr. Stiehl explained that
they had deferred to the board for that item since there was
not a consensus on it.

i.  To Dr. Lancaster’s point, Dr. Stiehl said they could go
back to the leadership team because they were going
to meet with them again shortly and they can bring a
complete draft of the bylaws with these items filled in.
And then also the extra line for the security of waiting
a year.

t. Dr. Stiehl said she was not trying to be contradictory because
there was a motion on the table, but it might be useful to wait
because this month gives them the opportunity to go out to
school districts and meet with Dr. Cardenas and her team to
explain the data, and that way people can fully understand
the data points when they’re voting.

u. Dr. Lancaster added that whether it goes in the bylaws or
somewhere else, there need to be guidelines on if you're
going to reduce funding, how fast it can be done, what
percentage it can be done, and those kind of things to
prevent harsh decisions on particular districts.

v. Mr. Noguera agreed and said that's why they’re saying they
can add a timeline later on to this document. He
recommended saying that the trigger not go into effect
immediately, and that they can work on a timeline for that
next meeting.

w. Dr. Lancaster asked if the amendment included that
additional language will be developed about the guidelines,
which was confirmed and added to the amendment. Mr.
Noguera and Ms. Neyra agreed to the friendly amendment.

X. The board voted unanimously to approve the bylaws change
with the amendments.

5.5 Approve Capital Outlay for Los Angeles USD
a. Dr. Lancaster moved to approve the capital outlay for LAUSD
and Dr. Cardenas seconded.
b. The board voted unanimously to approve the capital outlay.

Juan Noguera

6
Board Member
Reports

a. BUSD
i.  Mr. Noguera reported that they had a very good
meeting with the new Assemblymember Nick Schultz
who will represent Glendale. They presented on the
state of adult education, and had students from the
ELL program speak about how beneficial it was for
them.

Juan Noguera
Executive Board
Members




ii.  Theirintention is to educate their new
Assemblymember so they can vote on upcoming
issues.

b. CCUSD

i.  Dr. Cardenas thanked the LARAEC leadership for how
inclusive and comprehensive the planning process for
the 3-year plan was.

ii. Sheis also grateful for the letter sent for the
extension of round one of the ELL Grant. She knows
districts are hopeful that they will be able to use more
of the money from the round two grant.

iii.  Shealso said, looking at the board bylaws and
drawing that line with 120% at least gives them a
starting point.

c. LACCD

i No report.
d. LAUSD

i No report.
e. MUSD

i.  Dr.Yuen reported that they have hired a principal for
the adult school, Elvis Carias, who is from Burbank.

ii.  They are also looking to revive a welding program
that was at their school in the past. So they are
looking to do a joining partnership with their CTE
program and the Tri-Cities Adult School.

7 7.1 Next Regular Board Meeting: May 16, 2025, 1PM - 2PM Juan Noguera
Announcements
Location(s): Teleconferencing locations and Zoom
8 Mr. Noguera adjourned the meeting at 3:55 PM.

Adjourn




