
 
 

  
  
 
 
 
LARAEC Executive Board 
 

Minutes- Special Board Meeting 
 

Friday, February 6, 2026 
10:30 AM – 12:30 PM 
 

In person at teleconferencing locations and via Zoom 

 

Executive Board Members in           Point Person Team Members                                                                                                                                            Staff                                      
Juan Noguera, Burbank USD X Yanira Chavez, BUSD  Dr. Francisco Narciso, Interim 

Project Director 
X 

Dr. Dionne Garner, CCUSD  Paul Karaiakoubian, Ed.D, CCUSD X Dr. Michele Stiehl, Advisor X 
Dr. James Lancaster, LACCD X Dr. Adrienne Ann Mullen, LACCD X Justin Gorence, Advisor X 
Renny Neyra, Los Angeles USD X Megan Carroll, LAUSD X Rey Rodriguez, Budget Analyst  X 
Deanna Plascencia, Montebello USD                                                                                 X Elvis Carias, MUSD X Teresa Plaza, Secretary                        X 

 

1  
Call to Order 

 
 

a. Dr. Lancaster called the meeting to order with 
quorum at 10:32 AM.  

Jim Lancaster, 
Ed.D. 
 

 

1.1 Pledge of Allegiance 

a. Mr. Gorence led the group in the Pledge of 
Allegiance.  

1.2 Approval of the agenda 
a. There were no requests for adjustments to the 

agenda. The agenda stood as approved and 
printed.  

1.3 Items for future agendas – The Board President will 
request items for future board meetings  
a.   

Jim Lancaster  

2 
Public Comment 

  

a. There was no public comment electronically or at 
the teleconferencing locations.  

Justin Gorence  

3 
Discussion and 
Action Items 

3.1 Discussion Item: Agree to move forward with 
proposed plan for LARAEC ELL Healthcare Pathways Grant 
Round 3  

a. Dr. Lancaster explained that this special meeting was 
necessary to respond to the request for applications for 
the ELL Healthcare Pathways Grant Round 3, and the 
LARAEC staff is going to be basically sharing 
recommendations from the recent series of leadership 
meetings.    

 
Rey Rodriguez 
 
 
 
 
 
Justin Gorence 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



b. As it appeared Dr. Narciso was having technical issues, 
Dr. Stiehl introduced the agenda item. 

i. She explained that it is a competitive grant this 
time, and they are not sure if they will get 
money this round as a result or how much they 
are going to get.  

ii. All consortia in the state can apply, and there 
are 25 awards and $55 million in play, with 
grants ranging from $1.5 million to $5 million.  

iii. Dr. Narciso joined and explained that this round 
is focusing on sustainability, collaboration,and 
impact.  

c. Dr. Stiehl explained that the leadership team has had 
three meetings talking about the grant and coming up 
with funding scenarios.  

i. The intent for today is to get general agreement 
and validation from the board of the direction 
they want to go in responding to the RFA. They 
also want to get general agreement on which 
funding scenario they want to go with.  

ii. This will let the districts move forward with 
putting together their budgets and narrative for 
this round.  

d. Dr. Stiehl began walking the board through the major 
bullet points that need to be in the grant application.  

i. One critical element was the Centers of 
Innovation, and Dr. Stiehl explained how 
LARAEC meets that criteria through their Allied 
Health Collaborative.  

ii. She also discussed student journeys and 
support, teacher support structures and shared 
professional development, sharing curriculums, 
acceleration models, and LARAEC’s partnerships 
and priority pathways and how they can be 
applicable to the Round 3 grant application 
criteria.  

iii. Dr. Stiehl also noted that while Montebello is 
not participating in the application for Round 3, 
they have still participated in discussions and 
meetings around it. MUSD continuing to 
participate in those things even if they are not 
applying goes a long way to fostering 
collaboration.  

 
 
 



e. Dr. Stiehl explained that they are looking for general 
agreement and alignment from the board that what was 
previously discussed is what they want to do with 
Round 3. She asked if the board has anything they 
would like to add to this grant.  

f. Ms. Neyra talked about the intention of Round 3 to 
focus on sustainability and not on creating new 
pathways.  

i. She thinks LARAEC will fall short with regards to 
the Centers of Innovation and will not be very 
competitive because it should be more student-
centered. 

ii. She also did not hear much about ELL students 
when this is an ELL Allied Health Grant, which 
she thinks weakens their application.  

iii. Mr. Noguera agreed with Ms. Neyra, and felt 
they need to focus on helping students into 
pathways or alternate bridges within districts. 
He thinks they need to go back to round 1 and 
see what they have there that can be sustained.  

g. Dr. Lancaster discussed the student journey slide and 
including partnerships that bring students in from work 
source centers, workforce boards, etc.  

i. He noted that DACE has been very successful 
with the navigation program they have with the 
workforce centers and that LACCD has begun 
adding that as well. He would recommend 
adding that to the narrative in the application.  

h. Dr. Narciso summarized the board’s comments for 
comprehension.  

i. Dr. Stiehl added that they are looking for 
districts to include in their narrative how they 
are going to be more student-centered. And she 
wondered if this is something that each 
individual district can address. She thought Ms. 
Neyra was discussing more of a physical location 
or center for students. 

ii. Ms. Neyra also thought they should go beyond 
that to have student leaders, alumni speakers, 
hiring events, job placement assistance, to be 
more student-centered.  

iii. Dr. Stiehl asked Ms. Neyra to clarify her vision 
for innovation centers, and Ms. Neyra thought it 
should be something done at the consortium 



level with bridging programs and each district 
using the other districts’ strengths. And they 
could build on those efforts through their Allied 
Health Collaborative.  

3.2 Discussion Item: Agree to move forward with 
proposed preliminary allocations for ELL Healthcare 
Pathways Grant Round 3  

a. Dr. Stiehl explained some background about the 
allocations for the grant’s first and second rounds and 
how they were determined by discussion (Round 1) and 
mathematically (Round 2).  

b. As they move into Round 3, the LARAEC staff looked at 
different scenarios and discussed using the previous 
rounds’ approaches. Their proposed funding scenarios 
were: 

i. Scenario 1 would be to do it the same as Round 
2, based on enrollment.  

ii. Scenario 2 would also have enrollment 
distribution after a base allocation for CCUSD, 
which did not take money in Round 2 and would 
need help starting their CTE courses from 
scratch.  

iii. Scenario 3 would also have a base allocation for 
CCUSD and some pull-outs for collaborative 
activities. Some of the activities would benefit 
from having an Allied Health person running 
them.  

1. Dr. Stiehl also explained what 
allocations would look like under each 
scenario for all member districts.  

c. Dr. Stiehl explained that they are looking for a general 
agreement on these funding scenarios so that districts 
can do their budget for the application in a short 
amount of time.  

d. Ms. Neyra felt that they should concentrate on their 
established pathways and the outcomes that they have 
on them. 

i.  She agrees with the enrollment base, but does 
not see established pathways in the funding 
allocations. She thinks they need another 
funding allocation that encompasses enrollment 
and outcomes on their established pathways in 
Rounds 1 and 2.   

e. Dr. Lancaster thought that calling out collaboration and 
having a budget set aside for that is a critical need in a 
competitive grant application.  

f. Ms. Neyra also shouted out Montebello, knowing that 
they can sustain their pathways and stepping out of this 
round of funding shows how excellent the collaboration 
of the consortium is.  



g. Mr. Noguera agreed with the outcomes from the 
previous rounds and thinks it’s critical to base allocation 
on enrollment. He also likes the $50,000 proposed as a 
pull-out for collaboration and to have people designated 
to work on those collaborative elements and bridges.  

h. Dr. Lancaster summarized the scenario proposed by Ms. 
Neyra which would be based on enrollment plus 
outcomes, and the collaborative activities could be 
included there.  

i. He was concerned about Round 2 being used for 
outcomes because of how recently the 
allocation had been disbursed.  

ii. Dr. Narciso noted that they do have a report 
from Round 1 that’s already completed by 
member districts. They could use that to 
identify enrollment and outcomes. But they 
have not identified outcomes for Round 2.  

iii. The report for Round 2 outcomes is coming out 
in March. If they accelerated it, they could 
probably get it in time for the grant. 

iv. Dr. Stiehl noted challenges with deriving the 
outcomes from the reports released already. 
But they could come back with the outcome 
data that they have in progress. She added that 
it would most likely require another special 
meeting because of the timing.  

i. Dr. Lancaster asked what the recommended 
percentages of enrollment vs outcomes would be in the 
distribution formula. Ms. Neyra thought they would 
need to discuss it after looking at the outcome data.  

i. Dr. Lancaster thought there should have been a 
board ad hoc for this item.  

 
3.3 Discussion Item: Next steps for the ELL Healthcare 
Pathways Grant Round 3 proposal 

a. Dr. Lancaster noted that they would have to vote on this 
issue at the next meeting on February 20th.  

b. Dr. Stiehl explained that the districts would need to 
have time to get their narrative and budgets to the 
LARAEC staff to combine into a draft. And they need to 
have it for March 10th.  

i. They could wait until the 20th to present a 
theoretical Scenario 4 but it would mean a tight 
timeline. Also, if the board approves of how 
they have dealt with the planning aspect they 
can start writing that narrative now. Working on 
that first and then working on the budgets after.  

ii. Dr. Stiehl noted that on the 20th, they have to 
have a final decision on allocation. Then people 
can build out their budgets, and the board will 
approve the final budget in March.  



c. Dr. Lancaster asked if there are Point Persons scheduled 
to meet between now and February 20th, which there 
were.  

i. Ms. Neyra thought that this is something that 
should be discussed and decided by the board, 
not point persons.  

ii. Dr. Stiehl said they can work on scenarios and 
bring a recommendation to the board. Dr. 
Lancaster agreed and thought the point persons 
team could come forward with a 
recommendation so it’s well-vetted and the 
board does not have to hash it all out on the 
20th.  

d. Mr. Noguera agreed and thought another solution 
would be for them to be sent a recommended idea prior 
to the meeting so they can look at it and come to the 
meeting with an idea on how they’re going to move 
forward.  

e. Dr. Lancaster summarized the plan for the point persons 
and requested that there be a strong conversation 
beforehand of a recommendation  between the districts 
from the point persons and the staff.  

f. Dr. Narciso asked to clarify that the board wanted them 
to create a scenario based on enrollment and outcomes 
from the Round 1 grant report only. Dr. Lancaster 
confirmed.  

4 
Announcements Next regular meeting is February 20, 2026. Last day to 

submit agenda items is February 10, 2026.  

 

 
 

Jim Lancaster  

5 
Adjourn 

Dr. Lancaster adjourned the meeting at 11:28 AM.    

 


