
 
 

  
  
 
 
 
LARAEC Executive Board 
 

Minutes- Regular Board Meeting 
 

Friday, February 20, 2026 
1:00 PM – 3:00 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 X Dr. Francisco Narciso, Interim 

Project Director 
X 

Dr. Dionne Garner, CCUSD X 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 1:02 
PM.  

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. Mr. Noguera asked how item 5.2 was added to the agenda 

and to clarify its relation to 5.1. Dr. Stiehl said that if 5.1 was 
not approved, 5.2 can be tabled to a later date. 5.2 would be 
the next step after the return of funds was approved. The 
idea of having 5.2 on the agenda was to expedite everything 
rather than waiting until March for the board to approve next 
steps.  

b. Mr. Noguera asked if this type of action item could be 
explained and presented at the point person meetings so 
every point person can be aware of upcoming agenda items. 
He would like to be careful about how they present action 
items in the future.  

c. There were no objections or changes to the agenda, and it 
stood as published.  

1.3 Items for future agendas – The Board President will request 
items for future board meetings  
a.  There were no requests for items for future agendas.  
b. Ms. Plascencia asked if they would be discussing the 

Innovation Fund idea in the future, and Dr. Lancaster said 
they would be agendizing it at a future meeting.  

 
1.4 Approval of minutes 

Jim Lancaster 



 Regular Meeting: January 23, 2026 
a. There were no requests for changes or revisions to the 

minutes. They will stand as published.  

2 
Public Comment 

  

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

Justin Gorence 

3 
 Information and 

Staff Reports 

3.1 Review upcoming CAEP due dates and reminders  

a.  Mr. Rodriguez explained upcoming due dates for Q2 expense 
reports and ELL Round 1 and 2 reports.  

3.2 Consolidated Program Area Report SY 2024-25 

a. Dr. Narciso presented the program area report of instructional 
hours and operational expenditures by program, which has been 
approved.  

3.3 LARAEC Activities 

a. Mr. Gorence talked about the LARAEC Edge student-facing event 
and the registration process.  

b. He explained that the event is in parallel with all of the other 
activities the LARAEC office is spearheading, including the Allied 
Health collaborative, Lunch with LARAEC, and the LARAEC 
Experience conference coming up next October.  

c. They have finished the admin/teacher packet for the LARAEC Edge 
event to help them leverage the event for the maximum benefit of 
their students, and he thanked the point persons for helping them 
get information into the field.  

i. Dr. Stiehl added that the admin packet lets locations put 
on mini-conferences at their schools with door signs, 
student schedule handouts, etc. 

ii. Dr. Narciso noted that there were in-person versions of 
the LARAEC Edge at LAUSD and LACCD with very positive 
feedback from their students.  

 
3.4 Limited Scope Review – Presentation of the 2024-25 school 
year limited-scope review and report.  

a. Dr. Narciso explained that the review is part of their consortium 
monitoring policies and gave background on the history and 
makeup of the review.  

i. He reviewed the summary of the report, which was very 
positive across the board and had positive engagement 
from all member districts.  

b. Based on the reports, there are three recommendations that they 
would like to continue from last year.  

i. Recommendation 1 was based on carryover; they are still 
over 20%, but their carryover amount has been reduced 
and improved, and they will continue to improve it.  

ii. Recommendation 2 is regarding persistence; they will 
continue to strengthen counseling, onboarding, 
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Justin Gorence 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Francisco Narciso 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



engagement, and persistence of students to improve the 
amount of hours students were enrolled.  

iii. Recommendation 3 is about transitions, which are still 
below the state average, and to help expand transition 
focus events and engagement with other organizations to 
facilitate student transitions.  

c. Next year will be a more intensive full-scope review with an 
auditor facilitating.  
 

4 
Public Comment 

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

Justin Gorence 

5 
Discussion and 
Action Items 

5.1 Action Item: Approve Montebello USD one-time return of funds 
proposal.  

a.  Ms. Plascencia presented MUSD’s proposal for a one-time return 
of funds and a remediation timeline extension.  

i. MCAS will initiate a voluntary one-time return of two 
million dollars from its CAEP annual allocation for both the 
2025-2026 and 2026-2027 fiscal years for a total of four 
million dollars.  

ii. In exchange, MCAS requests a two-year extension to 
implement corrective actions related to its current 
ineffectiveness status and limit any potential permanent 
reduction in base funding.  

1. This will help them implement corrective policies 
and give them time to open their Ford Park 
campus which will boost enrollment.  

iii. She wanted to be clear that they are not trying to dispute 
the data or diminish their responsibility as a LARAEC 
member district. They are here to respond to it 
transparently and have a clear remedy moving forward.  

b. Mr. Carias noted that they have full support from their district 
leadership and that they believe in their growth plan. For 25-26, 
they can begin to cut the check immediately.  

c. Ms. Plascencia noted that they are in the middle of a WASC review, 
so this has allowed them to self-reflect on their program.  

i. A 2-year extension will allow them to evaluate their funds 
and continue to grow their programs based on student 
needs. The previous leadership had shut down classes and 
let go staff at Ford Park as necessary to save funds. 

ii. She discussed more the importance of Ford Park to their 
future plans.  

 
Deanna Plascencia 
Elvis Carias 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



d. Mr. Carias explained that opening Ford Park again was to meet the 
needs of the community, and discussed some of the census data 
and demographics of the community that Ford Park will serve.  

i. Explaining the Strategic Remediation Plan, he added that 
they are voluntarily opting out of the Round 3 ELL 
Healthcare grant. He also explained their growth targets in 
enrollment and persistence and how they’ve already 
shown growth in relevant areas.  

e. Ms. Plascencia proposed the motion to approve the MCAS 
proposal for return of allocated funds and an extension to 
demonstrate effectiveness. The motion proposes reevaluating 
MCAS for effectiveness at the completion of the 2027-2028 school 
year. They want a chance to demonstrate with their new 
leadership that they can move out of being “ineffective”.  

f. Mr. Noguera asked if the reevaluation of effectiveness for MCAS 
will be revisiting the base allocation formula in September 2028. 
Ms. Plascencia confirmed.  

i. Mr. Noguera asked if that meant that there would be 
discussion of the base allocation formula in May 2029, and 
Mr. Carias said it would be the fall of 2028. Mr. Noguera 
said that the actual implementation would not be until 
May 2029 if there is any change. The board asked for 
confirmation as to what the process would be.  

ii. Ms. Plascencia said that they currently have only one year 
to remediate, and that they are asking for two years so fall 
of 2028 would be the time to start the process again of 
determining effectiveness and addressing remediation if 
they were found ineffective again.  

g. Ms. Neyra commented that they have a year of remediation, but 
that this has been going on at MCAS since before Ms. Plascencia 
was a board member.  

i. She said that the rest of LARAEC has been held hostage 
and unable to reallocate funds that they desperately need 
as a result.  

ii. Further, she said that LAUSD is now subject to letting go 
people and cutting classes because of two member 
districts’ ineffectiveness and she does not think it is fair to 
her community, students, or district to wait on this matter. 

iii. She does not agree and thinks it keeps a stranglehold on 
districts.  

h.  Dr. Stiehl clarified previous questions about the proposed timeline 
of reevaluating MCAS’ effectiveness. Potentially changing base 
allocations would be part of the 2029 CFAD.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



i. Mr. Noguera thinks they’ve been having the conversation about 
this for the past 3 years and this proposal is asking to wipe out the 
timeline and continue kicking the can down the road.  

i. If they finally discuss changing the base allocation in 2029, 
going into effect in 2030, it will be 13 years of using the 
same base allocation when so many things have changed 
in the meantime. And in the future there may be 
additional uncertainty about funding.  

j. Ms. Plascencia asked the LARAEC team for clarification on base 
allocation adjustments as it relates to their decision to return 
funds.  

i. They can consider an additional 2 million in funding 
returns if they fail to deliver in their plans to become 
effective. And they are offering funding right now to 
address needs in other districts. She also noted that the 
option to revisit effectiveness in 2028 was one of the 
options discussed in previous meetings.  

k. Dr. Lancaster introduced a slide that was not in the board packet 
but helped to explain member effectiveness possible funding 
change timelines.  

i. Dr. Stiehl explained the different timelines in play 
regarding carryover and effectiveness. Next year they will 
be talking about any carryover reallocation they want to 
make. The effectiveness is encoded in their bylaws, and 
there is other language to keep a district from being 
devastated by allocation adjustments. In the fall of this 
year they will be discussing member effectiveness, and 
there could be a possible change in 27-28 school year.  

ii. MCAS is proposing a one-time return of funds for 25/26 
and 26/27, then they would discuss in 28/29 about 
possible ineffectiveness finding.  

l. Deanna Plascencia pointed out that 20 percent of their funding 
would be 2.4 million dollars, which would be 400,000 in additional 
funds that they could discuss contributing in the 28-29 school year. 
The funding proposal would provide funds to districts right here, 
right now.  

m. Mr. Noguera thought they needed a sustainable plan.  In 
2026/2027 they know they are getting CAEP funding with a COLA. 
But in the future they don’t know how much WIOA money they 
will get. And they are continuing to expand and grow their 
communities. So they might rely entirely on CAEP funding; they 
need a plan to address this and to make sure funding is allocated 
fairly to member districts.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



n. Ms. Neyra said, along the lines of Mr. Noguera’s comments, that it 
took them years to develop the plan they have now. To veer from 
that is allowing an exception and for a member district to buy their 
way to additional years.  

i. Also, returning the funds would seem to imply that they 
know they are not going to spend them and become 
effective again. She thinks it hurts them in the long run, 
and the same funding allocation is not sustainable.  

o. Dr. Lancaster said that Mr. Carias had mentioned five million 
dollars as the total of funds being reallocated; Mr. Carias clarified 
that he meant four million but returning more is an option. 

i. Dr. Lancaster asked when construction on Ford Park is 
expected to be done, and Ms. Plascencia said it will be 
done by the end of summer and ready for Fall 2026 
occupancy. They will move in as soon as possible, but they 
have to work on staffing and redistributing teachers.  

p. Ms. Neyra felt that MCAS can continue to grow and engage 
students without the extension, which affects other districts’ 
ability to keep the students they have and grow as well.  They can 
help MCAS as a consortium, but the immediate return of funds 
hurts them in the long run. She is also concerned about other 
districts taking that as an option to buy their way out of being 
labeled ineffective, and she believes this is not meeting in the 
middle.  

q. Mr. Noguera thought the original goal of coming up with a timeline 
for ineffectiveness was to work within that timeline to support all 
the members of the consortium. So it is hard to believe they will 
continue with the same allocation with this extension.  

i. If they don’t get WIOA money in the future, districts will be 
devastated. And what they are getting through CAEP is not 
enough. So they have to look at every district and make 
sure it is fair to all, not spend two more years in an 
allocation formula that could be devastating.  

r. Ms. Plascencia did not know the discussion has been going on for 
13 years; the timeline is great to provide equity among districts, 
but she believes offering 2 million this year and 2 million through 
the extension will help now.  

i. Ms. Neyra said that agreeing with the bylaws means not 
extending for two years, and they would have to change 
the bylaws.  

s. Dr. Lancaster asked if there would be no return of funds without 
the extension, and whether it was a package deal in totality.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



i. Ms. Plascencia said that that was the proposal, so it is an 
all or nothing.  

t. Mr. Noguera said that they changed the bylaws to enact the 
current timeline. The 4 million dollars in carryover is not the same 
as the effectiveness conversation. Speaking on behalf of BUSD they 
are fine with money, but next year they don’t know. He reiterated 
that they need a sustainable, fair plan for every district.  

u. Dr. Garner commented that listening to the conversation she is 
deeply concerned about the extension. She is not exactly sure 
what’s best from the consortium standpoint as a new board 
member.   

v. Dr. Lancaster reiterated the motion on the floor and noted that 
Ms. Plascencia has no authority to alter the motion since she 
would have to consult the MCAS board.  

w. Ms. Neyra moved to approve the motion as written and Dr. Garner 
seconded.  

i. Ms. Neyra asked if it does not pass what happens to the 4 
million, and Dr. Lancaster said there would have to be 
another motion in the future for a voluntary return of 
funds.  Dr. Lancaster said that the ineffectiveness 
conversation would happen in 2026/2027.  

ii. Ms. Plascencia noted that it is not unusual to change the 
bylaws and that they will continue to spend to improve 
and give their new leadership a chance to implement their 
vision. If the funds are not returned, they will use them at 
MCAS.  

x. Mr. Noguera reiterated previous points about making sure funding 
is fair and equitable to all member districts, and extending the 
timeline might put other districts at risk.  

y. Ms. Neyra wanted to put on the record that they need to take care 
of students now, not to buy time.  

i. Ms. Plascencia responded that since starting she has heard 
consistent financial concerns, which has hit MCAS as well. 
The intention of the motion is to help their leadership 
improve while also giving back immediate relief to other 
districts. If they don’t deliver, the end result will be the 
end result, cutting the base etc. Right now they have 
MCAS’ approval to return that four million.  

z. Roll call vote: 
i. BUSD: Nay 

ii. CCUSD: Aye 
iii. LACCD: Nay 
iv. LAUSD: Nay 
v. MUSD: Aye 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



aa. Motion failed.  

5.2 Action Item: Approve allocation amendment of CAEP funds, to 
reflect Montebello USD one-time return of funds, to be executed 
when funds are transferred to the LARAEC consortium through 
LAUSD as the fiscal agent.  

a.  Item was not discussed because of failure of previous 
motion.  

5.3 Action Item: Approve preliminary allocations for the ELL 
Healthcare pathways grant Round 3. 

a. Dr. Stiehl gave background and explained 3 potential funding 
scenarios for Round 3 based on outcomes of Round 1 and 
Round 2.  

i. Scenario 1 follows Round 2’s formula based on 
enrollment.  

ii. Scenario 2 provides a base amount for CCUSD and the 
remainder allocated on enrollment.  

iii. Scenario 3 was the same as Scenario 2 with the 
additional $50,000 pull-out for collaboration funds. 

b. They also assembled additional scenarios including: 

i. Scenario 4 adds one million dollars in pullouts for 
Round 1 outcomes and the remaining distribution 
would be based on reportable enrollments.  

At 1:25 pm several unknown zoom users entered the Board Meeting 
zoom room and caused a disruption. The disruption included 
inappropriate video content, sound, text, and annotation drawing. 
Staff issued a warning to stop the disruption or they would be 
removed. Staff removed perpetrator user accounts. Since several 
zoom accounts were being used, staff closed the session to clear the 
room and invited participants to return after a few minutes. When 
the room was reopened, the meeting was moved to a zoom breakout 
room for an added layer of security. The meeting was called back to 
order at @1:36PM.  All those joining were added to the breakout 
room upon entry. There were no further disruptions. After the 
meeting, a report was filed with the LA County Sheriff Department 
Community College Bureau for further investigation. Staff will work 
with the board president to determine any new protocols for 
minimizing future disruptions at board meetings. 10 minutes were 
removed from the final video before posting. 

c. Dr. Lancaster called the meeting back to order at 1:36 pm 
following the disruption.  

Michele Stiehl 
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i. Dr. Stiehl finished summarizing Scenario 4.  
ii. Scenario 5 is similar to 4 with addition of enrollments 

in Allied Health pathways added to outcome 
measures.  

iii. Scenario 6 has the $50,000 for collaborations, the 
$110,000 for CCUSD, as well as $180,000 going to 
BUSD since they had similar numbers of outcomes, as 
well as a split of the remaining funds between LAUSD 
and LACCD.  

iv. Dr. Stiehl then summarized the tight timeline for 
finalizing the funding scenarios.  

d. Dr. Lancaster asked for the outcome data from Round 1 used 
in the scenarios, which Dr. Stiehl provided.  

e. Ms. Neyra said she asked for additional scenarios based on 
outcomes at the last meeting, which she sees in Scenario 4.  

i. Dr. Stiehl explained that the distribution of the 
remainder of the money is still based on enrollments 
in general in 5. The difference between 4 and 5 is that 
5 has all six reportable outcome. Ms. Neyra asserted 
that Allied Health outcomes are not performance 
outcomes.  

ii. Ms. Neyra prefers Scenario 4 and that 4 and 5 are 
more accurate and fair than 6.  

f. Dr. Garner said that CCUSD is in the process of creating CTE 
pathways and are supportive of scenario 4.  

g. Mr. Noguera said that after consulting with his point person 
that he likes Scenario 4.  

h. Dr. Lancaster said he likes Scenario 6, but LACCD is prepared 
to support Scenario 4 as well. He summarized that the board 
seemed to be on board with Scenario 4.  

i. Ms. Neyra moved to adopt Scenario 4 and Mr. Noguera 
seconded.  

j. Roll call vote: 
i. BUSD: Aye 

ii. CCUSD: Aye 
iii. LACCD: Aye 
iv. LAUSD: Aye 
v. MUSD: Aye 

k. Motion passed.  

5.4 Consent Agenda  

      5.4.1 Action Item: Approve capital outlay request for Culver City  

      USD  

      5.4.2 Action Item: Approve capital outlay modification for Los  

      Angeles CCD for VanDeKamp Innovation Center room upgrades  
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      5.4.3 Action Item: Approve Capital Outlay request from Burbank  

      USD for Adult School Roof Repair  

      5.4.4 Action Item: Approve Capital Outlay request from Burbank  

      USD for Adult school classroom flooring  

      5.4.5 Action Item: Approve out-of-state travel for Burbank USD  

      to attend COABE conference 

a. Mr. Noguera motioned to approve the consent  agenda and 
Ms. Neyra seconded.  

b. Roll call vote: 
i. BUSD: Aye 

ii. CCUSD: Aye 
iii. LACCD: Aye 
iv. LAUSD: Aye 
v. MUSD: Aye 

c. Motion passed.  
6 

Board Member 
Reports 

a. BUSD 
i. Mr. Noguera reported on BUSD’s new culinary arts 

class, which is already producing job outcomes with 
their students.   

b. CCUSD 
i. Dr. Garner reported that they got an exemplary 6-

year accreditation from WASC and shouted out her 
team. She is also looking forward to the LARAEC Edge 
conference.  

c. LACCD 
i. No report.   

d. LAUSD 
i.  No report.  

e. MUSD 
i.  No report.  

 

 
Executive Board 
Members 

7 
Announcements Next meeting is a Special Meeting March 10, 2026, 11:30 AM – 1:30 

PM. Last day to submit agenda items is Tuesday, March 3, 2026. 
The March 20, 2026 scheduled regular meeting is cancelled. 

 

 
 

Jim Lancaster 



8 
Adjourn 

Dr. Lancaster adjourned the meeting at 2:52 PM.   

 


