LARAEC Executive Board

Minutes- Regular Board Meeting

Friday, July 18, 2025
1:00 PM — 4:00 PM

In person at the Van De Kamp Innovation Center and via

Zoom
Executive Board Members in Point Person Team Members Staff
Juan Noguera, Burbank USD Yanira Chavez, BUSD X Men Le, Project Director
Dr. Jacqueline Cardenas, Culver City Daniel Gomez, CCUSD Dr. Michele Stiehl, Advisor X
usD
Dr. James Lancaster, LACCD Dr. Adrienne Ann Mullen, LACCD Justin Gorence, Advisor X
Renny Neyra, Los Angeles USD Dr. Francisco Narciso, LAUSD X Rey Rodriguez, Budget Analyst X
Deanna Plascencia, Montebello USD Elvis Carias, MUSD X Teresa Plaza, Secretary X
1
Call to Order a. Dr. Lancaster called the meeting to order with quorum at 1:00
PM.
Jim Lancaster,
1.1 Pledge of Allegiance Ed.D.
a. Mr. Gorence led the group in the Pledge of Allegiance.
1.2 Approval of the agenda
a. There were no requests for changes to the agenda, and the
agenda stood as submitted.
1.3 Items for future agendas — The Board President will request
items for future board meetings
a. There were no requests for future agenda items.
1.4 Approval of minutes
Regular Meeting: June 20, 2025
a. Hearing no requests for changes to the minutes, Dr.
Lancaster let the minutes stand as submitted.
2 a. Deanne from Montebello Community Adult School introduced | Justin Gorence
Public Comment herself, saying that she has been with them for 28 years and
has been a LARAEC Action Planning Team member since
they started.
i.  She said that Montebello, despite challenges in the
recent past, had still kept things moving forward to
serve their students and provide the programs they
need. She also noted the recognition Montebello had
received from LARAEC and CAEP.
ii. She said that they are very excited to have Ms.
Plascencia and Mr. Carias in their roles as Director
and Principal. From day one, they hit the ground
running, enhancing Montebello’s visibility in the




community with outreach and implementing best
practices. She also summarized the ways in which
Montebello is rebuilding and bringing back popular
classes.

iii.  She noted that the combined population of MUSD'’s
main cities is about 113,000 with less per capita
income than the national average, and explained the
demographics of their population related to age,
language, and education, and why Montebello has an
even greater need for adult education.

iv.  She asked LARAEC to partner with Montebello to
help them continue to grow and to support them and
partner with them in the future.

b. Adriana Viera introduced herself, saying she has been at
Montebello Community Adult School for 14 years and is
currently one of the counselors in their program.

i.  She shared some of the exciting progress they are
making at MCAS, saying that their dynamic and
committed administrative team is making positive
changes within their staff and school community.

i. She explained that they are enhancing their ESL and
High School curriculum, hiring more teachers, and
working on expanding CTE programs that meet the
needs of their community.

iii. MCAS'’ enrollment has increased, and they
successfully ran a robust summer session this year
with students attending online and in person. They are
fully prepared for the fall semester and pre-
registration is now open.

iv.  Their ESL completion rates have also increased and
more students are successfully completing the highest
level of ESL and transitioning into MCAS’ academic
programs.

v.  She emphasized that MCAS is building something
beyond academics, and that students are continuing
to form meaningful and motivating relationships with
their team.

3
Information and
Staff Reports

3.1 Review upcoming CAEP due dates and reminders

a. Mr. Rodriguez summarized upcoming CAEP due dates for
expenditure reports and budget and work plans due in NOVA.

3.2 Share the Q3 consolidated expense report submitted to CAEP
June 30, 2025.

a. Mr. Rodriguez presented the Q3 consolidated expense report,
explaining that they have spent about 131 million dollars, which
brings their balance down to approximately 82 million.

i.  Thisis only comprising July 1st to March 30th, so they are
still working on their expenditure from March 2025 to June
2025.

ii. Dr. Lancaster asked if their carryover would hit no more
than 20% this year, and Dr. Stiehl clarified that they would
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most likely not be under that threshold. They have
carryover for single districts that there is no working on
spending down, but they do have their carryover policy. So
they will be checking the carryover in the fall.

iii. Dr. Stiehl added that there are a couple of extra pages in
the board’s consolidated report with a narrative version of
how member districts have been spending their
expenditures this year and the corrective actions for any of
those members that are not meeting their target.

3.3 LARAEC Leadership Retreat Review — share discussions,
activities, and outcomes from the participation of the LARAEC
Point Persons and LARAEC staff.

a.

Dr. Stiehl gave background on the frequency and structure of
LARAEC leadership retreats.

She explained that they had a really full agenda for the two-day
retreat, and spent a good deal of it working on the annual plan,
which is normally done in the summer and derived from the 3-year
plan. They also created the actions for the Action Planning Teams
and determined how they would utilize the teams this year.

They also spent a great deal of time putting together the master
calendar of activities and events throughout the year.

i.  They also planned out their ongoing monitoring and a
limited scope review scheduled for this fall.

ii.  They talked about the CAEP reporting dates for this year
and decided that Mr. Rodriguez is going to be doing a fiscal
refresher training this year in September. The training is
designed to bring any existing and new folks that are
managing either the CAEP funds or the ELL Healthcare
Grant funds up to speed.

The retreat also did a deep dive on bylaws and a Brown Act review
so that everyone is grounded in what the rules are.

The last item they talked about was looking at the leadership team
and how they can create more opportunities to collaborate and
share what they are working on. The Point Persons Team spent
some time talking about what that might look like.

Dr. Lancaster asked if there was any discussion about participation
in the CAEP summit in September. Mr. Gorence said they have
decided not to do a presentation this year.

i Dr. Stiehl elaborated that the timing did not work out this
year, but they did submit their Allied Health collaborative
program which was accepted and will be acknowledged as
a model program. They also talked about the importance
of staff going and board members and point persons going
to the summit at the retreat.

3.4 Review Action Planning Team structure for 2025-26 school year

a.

Mr. Gorence added to the previous item that they can push out
information regarding the summit with the LARAEC newsletter.
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b. Mr. Gorence gave background on the item, explaining the role and

makeup of the Action Planning Teams.

i.  They wanted to share the construction of the APTs this
year, since the APTs are typically adjusted each year to
make them more aerodynamic and efficient in terms of
outcomes.

ii. He explained that they noticed APTs had difficulty getting
traction in their first meeting, so last year they added a
facilitator.

iii. They also noticed that in a lot of APTs, there is a core
group that drives the action between meetings, and they
wanted to codify that more by labeling task leaders to do
that driving.

iv.  These adjustments have made the groups more efficient,
and they do not think there will be any tradeoff in terms of
outcomes.

V. Mr. Gorence then broke down the hours for an APT regular
member, task leader, and co-chair.

1. He added that each district has their own set of
hours and they can calculate all the hours for each
group.

2. Dr. Stiehl also explained that the hours depend on
how many representatives a district has on a team,
which can vary.

vi. Dr. Lancaster asked about team member selection, and
Mr. Gorence explained that typically the group selects its
own co-chairs and that he and Dr. Stiehl are usually
familiar with the personnel in the group.

1. They sometimes suggest that certain members
would be great leaders.

vii. Dr. Lancaster asked LARAEC staff to send out the
approximate calculations of time necessary to be action
planning team members.

4
Public Comment

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

person.
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5
Discussion and
Action Items

5.1 Approve 2025-26 CAEP Allocation Amendment

a.

Dr. Lancaster introduced the agenda and explained that this is
approved every year after the May revise, and the data comes
from the CAEP office.
Dr. Stiehl added that they are only ratifying this amendment as
they had received the new allocation last Friday based on the May
budget revise.

i In January they had predicted a 2.43% COLA, which came

down to 2.29% actual, but it is still an increase.

Mr. Noguera moved to approve the amendment, and Dr. Cardenas
seconded. The board moved into discussion.
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d. Mr. Noguera said that they had been talking about the allocation
in previous meetings, and sometimes it felt like they were pushing
e. theissue.

i He thought it was important to share something with the
board regarding the budget and gave a thumb drive to the
LARAEC staff. Dr. Stiehl said she could put the contents of
the slide into the minutes.

ii. An unidentified speaker noted that the video would have
trouble capturing the slide since the lighting is poor.

iii. Mr. Noguera said he would like to move forward with a
point of clarification regarding Burbank’s position about
the budget. He noted he is only talking about Burbank
Adult School here.

iv. He noted Burbank Adult School’s 2023/2024 allocation and
their expenditure, which was slightly more than their
allocation. Their per student spending was $1,471, which
was 63.6% of the average.

v.  Then, he displayed last year’s allocation and carryover, and
their expenditures, which was more than a million greater
than the previous year. Their number of 12+ students was
greater as well.

vi.  They have begun calculating their expenditures for next
year, where they will have less combined carryover and
allocation than the previous year.

f. Mr. Noguera noted that if they want to support the program as
they did last year, they do not have enough money.

i.  Asaconsequence, they are stopping all the capital outlays
that they had already approved to expand the medical
classes. They have stopped upgrades to classrooms where
water comes in when it rains.

ii. Burbank Adult School is going to be devastated starting
next year, but they will be in shape to run a full program
next year if they get WIOA grant money. But as they look
at the expenditure and the whole budget, Mr. Noguera
thinks they have to say goodbye to many things.

iii. Mr. Noguera said that their job is to support all students in
the communities around them, regardless of where they
live, and noted that he is speaking on behalf of BUSD.

g. Dr. Lancaster thanked Mr. Noguera and noted this might be a
better conversation for items 5.3 and 5.10.
h. The board voted unanimously to approve the amendment.

5.2 Approve the 2025-26 SY LARAEC Annual Plan
a. Dr. Lancaster noted that the plan has to be approved by August
15th.
b. Dr. Stiehl directed the board to the annual plan copy in their
documents.
i She noted that the first annual plan after passing a 3-year
plan is usually the easiest because they copy the first year
activities and put them into that first annual plan.
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ii.  She explained that there was a new format from the CAEP
office this year. She walked the board through the new
format and new sections, and noted that after the
document is approved today they can move forward with
that since it is already in NOVA

c. Mr. Noguera moved to approve the annual plan and Dr. Cardenas
seconded the motion. There was no discussion.

d. The board voted unanimously to approve the Annual Plan.

5.3 Approve bylaw amendments related to monitoring member-
effectiveness.

a. Dr. Lancaster gave some background on the issue and that the
remaining question was when the starting year would be for the
actual calculation in the bylaws: 2025/26 or 2026/27.

i His notes said that Montebello suggested 26/27, and
Burbank requested 25/26 because of the funding
imbalance. Culver City wanted to make sure they heard
from everyone else.

b. Dr. Stiehl explained the background of the item and why they are
handling it in this moment.

i.  They did a partial approval of bylaws last time, and Dr.
Lancaster had requested some more bumpers around the
process so there was a safety net to prevent a district from
being devastated in the process.

ii. She walked the board through the sections they are
looking at adding, including the year the monitoring would
start and adding in the participants as the divisor, agreeing
on 12 hour students for finding out the per student
funding.

iii.  She also reiterated and explained the 120% trigger point,
and the process of the agenda item being brought to the
board for discussion.

1. She noted that the intent of the bylaw is to keep
the conversation in the circumstances that are
happening currently so the board can look at them
and the districts get a chance to make their case.

iv. She then explained some of the “bumpers” and safety nets
around a district being determined to be “ineffective” as
outlined by the CAEP office.

V. No matter what adjustments to any district’s funding, the
board will according to the bylaws consider the impacts on
those districts when making decisions and create timelines
that are fair and don’t cost significant harm to anyone.

c. Dr. Stiehl explained that the LARAEC office put together a timeline
for the board to illustrate the process if they started doing the
calculation this fall.

i If they did start the calculation this fall, according to the
process outlined in the proposed bylaw additions, the first
time they could make a change to any district’s allocation
would be for the 2027/28 school year.
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f.

She also reiterated that none of this is automatic. There is
no reduction in funding unless the board determines that
they will reduce funds; before that, all that happens is a
conversation with the board.

She thought people were a bit confused last time that they
were picking between three scenarios, and really they are
looking at scenario 1 or 2 from before, and the last
scenario can apply to either.

Dr. Lancaster thought that the motion will still have to include
which scenario they are going to select.

Ms. Plascencia said that Montebello does want to propose they
change to the 2025/26 school year in article 4, subsection d, first
sentence, and they agree with all other changes in the highlighted
areas proposed by the bylaws.

She explained that they are a new administration and are
proud to be a part of LARAEC; they are navigating a new
normal which impacts their student population and
funding. However, they are strongly committed and
motivated to rebrand and revitalize their adult school
program.

She also reiterated some of the points Dr. Yuen made
about appreciating the language in the bylaws, and about
the size of Montebello making it different to compare
them to some other LARAEC member districts. She also
reiterated some of the demographic facts about
Montebello. She also reiterated that their main campus is
closed for renovation, which affects their enroliment.

Mr. Noguera asked for a reminder of when the auditors asked
them to review this allocation formula.

Dr. Stiehl explained that the process with the auditors
began in the fall of 2017, but when they finalized their
response to the auditors, it was signed off with the
understanding that they would fulfill this piece in the fall
of last year.
Mr. Noguera asked whether it has been a
recommendation by the auditors to look into this
distribution of money. Dr. Stiehl confirmed that the
original request was that LARAEC monitor their own
districts and make sure the allocations were appropriate.
1. Mr. Noguera asserted that the fact that Burbank
Adult School is a small school does not mean they
cannot serve a large student population. A lot of
people come to their school and that is reflected in
the numbers. So that is why they did not want to
show their slide at this moment, they want
something fair that can address the needs of their
students. The needs have changed, and he thinks it
has been too long, more than 7 years since they
were asked to review the allocation formula.
2. Mr. Noguera reiterated that Burbank is not going
to have enough money after this upcoming year.
He said that they are laying off three teachers right
now because they don’t have the funds. And that




is why they are not going with the bumpers to
expand the healthcare program. He believes they
need to reevaluate the whole situation again.

g. Dr. Lancaster said his instinct is that, because it started in 2017 and
has been talked about for a while, they start with scenario one and
move forward from there.

i. Thereasonisitis nota pure quantitative cut and dry piece
because it does trigger a conversation about qualitative
measures before any modifications to funding are made.

ii. He understands that there is a change happening at
Montebello and respects that, but he thinks that those
things would get picked up even if they waited a year to
start. He thinks if it was more quantitative and the bylaws
automatically triggered a cut, he would be more inclined
to push the start out.

h. Dr. Cardenas concurred on many of those points and thought from
a purely compliance-related perspective it is important that if this
has been a reoccurring issue since 2017 that scenario one is
appropriate.

i.  She thinks that triggering a discussion leads to the board
and leadership coming together to strategize and help and
be solution-oriented.

i. Ms. Plascencia noted that she did not get to share a lot of the
things Montebello has in place, but noted that any one of the
districts could be in this situation next year with the new
administration.

i.  They also have funding out of WIOA that has to be taken
into consideration, and a lot of programs soft-opening or
opening that are very exciting and in-demand from the
community, including welding and ESL and citizenship
programs.

ii.  They are thrilled to be expanding their programs but it is
costly and does take time. They are also updating their
technology to ensure they have more online courses for
their immigrant population who are in fear of leaving their
homes, and making sure they have the necessary
infrastructure in place for gradual progress. This includes
physical infrastructure and outreach like multimedia
marketing.

iii. Ms. Plascencia said that starting the timeline earlier would
definitely impact some of Montebello’s plans. And a
decision to initiate an effectiveness review policy early at
the close of 2024/2025 raises significant concerns to the
new normal of ongoing challenges that all districts are
navigating. They believe that the reopening of their
campus and the continued implementation of changes
that are already underway will allow them to strengthen
their program.

iv.  They are asking for time to build, rebuild, and demonstrate
progress, and for a year to ensure they are not evaluating
prematurely during a period of transition within the
federal government and of recovery. If LARAEC truly
commits to fairness and not causing disproportionate




harm, they must take a long term view. Today it may
appear to affect only one or two districts, but it could be
any other district in the future.

j. Dr. Lancaster wanted to make sure he understood the timeline
correctly, and reiterated the points of scenario 1. Dr. Stiehl
confirmed that in scenario one, they would calculate in September,
so it would become an agenda item potentially in October.

i.  Then they declare districts consistently ineffective or not,
and they get a year to put stuff in place. If next fall they
come back and find they are consistently ineffective again,
then the board can discuss how to approach it. So they can
make a budget adjustment to the CFAD in the fall or spring
which would affect the 2027/2028 school year.

ii. Ms. Plascencia asked if the adjustment would be
permanent. Dr. Stiehl said that if they adjust a base
allocation, it is permanent unless another district is found
ineffective and there is another adjustment made. So it
will be their new base, and they will get COLAs. But that is
how it works as a zero-sum game.

iii. Dr. Lancaster noted, and Dr. Stiehl confirmed that there
does not HAVE to be a modification to any district’s base
allocation, and that the board can decide to do a one-time
funding adjustment. Dr. Stiehl added that the base
allocation never has to be impacted, it would be whatever
the board determines is an appropriate response. There
could be no adjustment made.

k. Ms. Plascencia asked if they selected scenario 2, if there could still
be a one-time redistribution of funds. Dr. Stiehl confirmed that
there could still be a one-time redistribution if they make the
calculation using 2025/26 as in scenario 2. But the base allocation
could not be changed before the date in the scenario.

I.  Mr. Noguera reiterated that he thinks scenario one is the best way
to go and the most fair way. He believes they need to throw up a
middle point here for the reasons he said before and because they
have been waiting for this change for too long. He also reiterated
the upcoming challenges Burbank Adult School is facing.

i Ms. Plascencia believed that if there is a sense of urgency
on Burbank’s behalf that they start with 2024/25,
compromising by starting at 2025/2026 could give
Montebello flexibility to provide immediate assistance on
any programs Burbank might have with a district to district
redistribution. It would also be a compromise that allows
MUSD to build their program, put their plans in place, and
figure out what’s going on with the federal government
and how to protect their community that has been
impacted.

m. Dr. Lancaster asked how the board would vote on a district’s base
being reduced, and whether it would require a simple majority, or
a super majority of 80%.

i Dr. Stiehl said the board has always done a simple majority
as long as they have quorum. The board would then
determine what the allocation would be depending on
need.




n.

Ms. Plascencia asked, if the money is the baseline, whether the
state knows that that money is being moved around if they decide
to alter the base.

i Dr. Stiehl noted that if there is a base change, they declare
that to the state as part of the CFAD process. They are not
allowed to change those allocations in the CFAD unless a
member district is deemed consistently ineffective.

ii. She elaborated on the process where CAEP’s fiscal
management personnel have a whole procedure for
consortia to follow to give proper notice before anyone’s
allocation is changed. She also noted that the Ed Code
does not have a timeline like the one presented, is just has
“a reasonable amount of time”.

Dr. Lancaster asked about the process of negotiating the
distribution of funds between districts.

i Dr. Stiehl imagined that there would be nothing to keep a
district from redistributing funds to another district if they
wanted to, and in the past it went through the board. They
determined how much each district is getting, then that
district wrote checks to individual districts to transfer the
money, and the state was not involved in that transaction.

Mr. Noguera suggested that they start calculating with 2024/25,
and they can discuss later if there is going to be a one-time
allocation.

i Ms. Plascencia noted that starting with 2025/2026 would
still allow for them to support another district.

ii. Dr. Stiehl confirmed that a one-time funding, and that the
staff left one-time funding adjustments without a time
constraint to allow the board to be flexible and resolve
issues with funding if they need to.

Mr. Noguera motioned to start with scenario one, starting date
2024/2025, and to follow the timeline presented here to review
the effectiveness of all the district members. Dr. Lancaster
seconded the motion.

Ms. Plascencia said that Montebello would like to propose the
start date be 2025/26 allowing for a one-time or two-year
distribution in order to meet any needs or support their district
consortium members who may need support within their budget
currently at this time. She reiterated that this would allow
Montebello flexibility to navigate new and current challenges.

A roll call vote was carried out on the motion put forth by Mr.
Noguera. Mr. Noguera, Dr. Cardenas, and Dr. Lancaster voted yes.
Ms. Plascencia voted no. There were no abstentions. The motion
passed 3-1-0.

5.4 Approve bylaw amendments on use of LARAEC Board
alternates

a.

Dr. Stiehl explained that the item has come up a number of times
throughout this last year exploring adding alternates to board
members.
i.  They were requested to discuss the idea more thoroughly
and draft bylaws around this for the board to look at and
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work from. They had conversations with the leadership
team and researched other consortia.

ii.  She then went through the proposed changes and what
would be inserted to the bylaws and what would be
modified. She also explained key parts required by the ed
code for alternates, including who approves them, their
abilities and powers, notification requirements, and how
they must remain Brown Act compliant. She also explained
scenarios gamed out by the LARAEC staff for alternate use
and how officer succession might affect that use.

b. Dr. Lancaster asked if there would be any special notation on the
agenda or for notes of when an alternate is voting or appearing.
Dr. Stiehl thought it was a good idea to communicate to everyone.
It would not be in the bylaws, but they could come up with a
practice of doing that.

i Dr. Lancaster also noted that the bylaws are permissive,
but do not require an alternate. Dr. Stiehl noted that it
would just be an option. It is not required for the board to
approve these changes.

c. Mr. Noguera asked for clarification, if it's an optional thing, if they

can also decide whether to send that person to the meeting or not.

Dr. Stiehl said it would be optional, and reiterated some of the
bylaws requiring advance notice that an alternate was being sent.
d. Mr. Noguera motioned to approve and Dr. Cardenas seconded.
e. The board voted unanimously to approve the item.

5.5 Approve general bylaws amendments from annual review.
a. Dr. Stiehl explained that as part of their bylaws, they review
them annually and adjust them if the board feels it necessary.
i.  She went over some of the bylaws discussed at the
leadership retreat and directed the board to a version
of the bylaws with proposed recommended revisions
highlighted, going through and explaining them.
b. Mr. Noguera moved to approve, and Ms. Plascencia
seconded.
c. The board voted unanimously to approve the bylaw
amendments.

5.6 Approve the 2025-26 LARAEC Professional Development and
Collaboration Plan.

a. Mr. Gorence explained that the annual Professional
Development and Collaboration Plan helps to support the
approved PD activities in the annual plan and 3-year plan.

i. It helps to make sure they are in alignment with the
budget, and to make sure they are on-plan with their
goals and priorities aligned.

i. He explained that the plan falls into 4 broad bucket
areas, including professional development
publications and opportunities for collaboration
between member districts and the LARAEC office.

iii.  He also pointed out some of the activities that relate
to discussions during this meeting like the trauma
informed instruction PD.
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He also talked about the ways he and Dr. Stiehl go
out to other consortia and conferences to identify PD
presenters and presentations to bring back to
LARAEC and its districts.

b. Mr. Gorence added that once this is approved they can start
planning out the calendar with these activities.

c. Dr. Cardenas moved to approve the plan and Mr. Noguera
seconded.

d. The board voted unanimously to approve the plan.

5.7 Approve the 2025-26 estimated LARAEC office budget
a. Mr. Rodriguez introduced the budget and took the board
through the costs and expenditures. Dr. Stiehl also directed
the board to a breakdown of costs coming from individual
line items.

She also took the board through their carryover and
how they have reduced it. She explained that they
have always had carryover and COLA to rely on even
when their budget’s allocation hasn’t increased
because of COVID and conference cancellations, etc.
But they are now doing much more as a consortium.
So they also proposed ways they can save money. But
Dr. Stiehl did want to put it on the consortium’s radar
that while they will probably be good for funding for
the next few years, they will have to address the
problem of spending exceeding their allocation at
some point.

b. Dr. Lancaster asked what the actual ongoing required costs
were, and if LARAEC staff supplemental time and PD are
actual requirements.

Dr. Stiehl pointed him toward a section of the budget,
section |, with one-time costs and other required and
not required costs broken down. Some are not
required, but they think they are still valuable.

She added that they have switched some things to
every other year like their big ticket conference item.
There are other cost reductions they could make in
terms of that as well.

c. Dr. Lancaster said the board would have to have a future
conversation about that issue, and to look at potential
additional income for the consortium like grants.

They might consider leveraging their size as the
largest consortium and looking into some special
work they can do as a collaborative. They can have
one-time staffing needs like a grant writer for that, as
a special project for a year to see if it can pay for
itself. But there is plenty of time to react and be
proactive.

d. Dr. Cardenas motioned to approve the budget and Mr.
Noguera seconded.
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e. The board voted unanimously to approve the budget.

5.8 Approve revisions to the Executive Board meeting schedule for
SY 2025-26 — This item will be tabled for next meeting.
a. Dr. Lancaster explained that this item was asked to be
spoken to by Ms. Neyra, who did not attend.

5.9 Approve Capital outlay request for Los Angeles USD
a. Ms. Plascencia moved to approve the request and Mr.
Noguera seconded.
b. The board voted unanimously to approve the outlay request.

5.10 Discussion of recent withholding of federal funds and
strategies for moving forward.

a. Dr. Lancaster explained that this item was not an action item.

b. Mr. Gorence said that they have had a lot of discussions
about this in the office. In early May the current
administration released their state budget which zeroes out
adult ed.

i.  The administration gave very pointed comments using
metrics to try to suggest that adult ed promotes illegal
immigration. The allocated funding set to be distributed on
July 1st was impounded on June 30th. This had a direct
effect on programs for LARAEC and throughout the United
States.

ii.  One of the things they looked at was WIOA 2 funding for
their agencies. It represents about 10% of CAEP funding
that goes to their districts. It has immediate direct impact
on budgets and personnel. So it is something that is a high
priority.

iii. Most recently, from the Department of Education they
have reinterpreted previous policies that have a profound
impact on LARAEC's essential mission of helping those
members of the community in terms of verifying
citizenship status.

1. They did generously say they were not going to
enforce it immediately and would do it after giving
LARAEC several weeks to be compliant.

c. Mr. Gorence explained that in early July, there were updates from
Ms. Zachary from the state about recommendations from the state
for how member districts could respond.

i. 32 states have filed a lawsuit against the Federal
Government to get that impounded money released
immediately, and 10 Republican senators a few days ago
wrote a letter urging them to release that money.

ii.  The other recommendation was that agencies use CAEP
funding to keep programs and personnel whole as much as
possible. She also had a fiscal person to clarify any
supplanting issues between WIOA and CAEP funding.

d. They wanted to give the board members space to weigh in on the
issues, and provided some guiding questions outlined in the




presentation: how might they mitigate the loss of funding? As a
consortium, how might they drive a conversation forward and
highlight the amazing work done at their member districts?

Dr. Lancaster noted that there was another release recently from
the Department of Education announcing they had just signed an
interagency agreement with the Department of Labor to basically
move over WIOA for oversight of the Department of Labor.

i He said that the letter was fairly benign, but there is a lot
of additional information in the fact sheet included, and he
encouraged everyone to dig into it. He thinks if you read
between the lines it moves more control of the dollars
over to employers and business and industry and less from
educational institutions.

Mr. Noguera noted that they have a lot of ways to reach out to
senators and legislators. He has been sending links to reach out to
them electronically to teachers and asking them to contact them.

i He has pre-written communication that they can shape
and tailor to their program and send it out. He also
believes they need to get their students involved, so BUSD
is going to share that link for any students who feel
comfortable reaching out that way. If they have residency,
they should reach out and they should be encouraged to
contact legislators about the importance of these
programs.

Ms. Plascencia said they are analyzing their budget and planning
accordingly, making careful decisions, and continuing to advocate
for adult ed and its importance. She is proud to say that
Montebello made their payment point/gain goals this year for
CASAS, which shows a lot of persistence from their students, and
they will continue to do so whether or not that funding is there.
Mr. Noguera thinks that their partners in the community might
also reach out to senators if LARAEC and its member districts reach
out to them. He added that they have survived many things in the
past; he thinks this will be difficult too, but they have the
experience to survive.

i He thinks they need to be proactive to anything that might
come in the future instead of being reactive. He thinks that
a lot of their community partners are going to be affected
as well like the clinicals that they use for their students and
their pharmacy partnerships, and Burbank is going to try to
have them write their senators and legislators too.

Dr. Cardenas said she still feels inexperienced in terms of being an
administrator in the adult ed world, and is still learning. So she
appreciates this being brought to light, and having the board here
to collaborate with and have the space to discuss it.

i For her, it will be getting ready for their purpose groups for
loss preparation and making sure their partners are aware
of this and seeing how they can leverage their support.

ii.  They have a new superintendent coming in, so she has not
had the chance to discuss this issue at the district level, but
that will be a conversation happening shortly. Now it will
also be about analyzing their budget, projections, and their
capacity for expansion.




Mr. Noguera suggested that they might begin to charge for
trainings they offer to students. He is aware that the economic
situation is tough right now, but if they charge for some classes
that are in high demand students might become more invested.
And for students who can’t afford it, maybe they can find a way to
get them in those classes without having them pay for it.

i It might also help to focus only on those classes that cater
to an ample labor market and be strategic in which classes
they eliminate.

Dr. Lancaster asked Dr. Narciso what the conversation was like at
LAUSD.

i Dr. Narciso said that LAUSD appreciates being part of the
discussion and acknowledged the current challenging
times. He said they wanted to make sure that they
remember their students, because the students will
remember the actions they take and the decisions they
make.

ii. He shared some responses from students who love school,
but are afraid to go for fear of being picked up and
deported.

iii. He explained that LAUSD is still looking at the possible
impact and what students will and will not be affected.
They are also looking at how operations and classes will be
affected, and how their staff will be impacted. They are
also looking at what data collection might look like. And
also how they can leverage their resources at the agency
level and the consortium level.

iv.  With regards to moving forward, they are also looking at
potential partnerships with community partners and
nonprofits that might be bipartisan or not affected by the
real cuts.

Dr. Lancaster gave LACCD’s perspective, noting that their new
chancellor Alberto Roman was a DREAMer. They are still being
cautious as the largest community college district in the nation
because they do worry about putting a target on themselves by
poking the bear.

i.  They are trying to be strategic and their general counsel is
working with the state’s general counsel to make sure they
are being supportive and trustees are doing what they can.
They’re now able to offer classes in languages and they will
not stop doing that.

ii. At the same time, they are exercising a bit of caution and
putting some brand new ventures on pause. For the first
time in two decades, he is recommending that they
unbraid federal funding and have it be on its own just in
case.

iii.  They are also hearing dialogue about student loans, and
that they might make it so an institution would have to
align with a non-DEIA standard for the feds to actually be
able to give federal loans. And for a community college,
not being able to offer financial aid is a death nail in the
coffin. So they are trying to figure out if they had to walk
away from that funding, how they can still fund things.




He thought that was why they needed to start looking into
leveraging their size as a consortium into getting external
funding because he does not know in the end until another
election down the road if they are going to be able to rely
heavily on federal dollars.

m. Dr. Narciso was also worried about the unintended consequences
of walking away from funds.

Dr. Lancaster was also worried that if they truly have to do
the work to ensure that all students are citizens or
citizenship eligible, how much extra human capital is
required to put something like that into place and that the
return on investment will not be there. He would rather
look towards how they can still serve the population of
students with another funding mechanism without having
to add these extra expenses in order to meet the demands
of federal legislation.

Dr. Lancaster noted that Governor Newsom has already
done a good job of putting a target on California.

n. Dr. Stiehl was worried about what other funds may be withheld
from them, even if they find different funding.

0. Dr. Narciso emphasized the need for further conversation and
sharing of ideas.

p. Dr. Lancaster suggested that they might want to form a subgroup

or have

a standing agenda item about the issue.

g. Mr. Gorence added that communication and information are
essential right now, because as much as people present at or
viewing the meeting know what’s going on, he is not sure the
instructors and classroom personnel do.

He wanted to make the board aware that he and Dr. Stiehl
had sent out the previous Tuesday to all point persons a
series of resources for administrators, teachers, and
students and a little bit of information about the lay of the
land. What'’s happening, how it affects them, and lesson
plans for instructors to promote civic engagement among
their students for support for adult education (not to lobby
politically).

It is a straightforward, simple lesson plan that can be
executed in one class and results in a letter or email being
sent about why adult ed is important for those students to
achieve their goals.

He noted that the House Subcommittee on Appropriation
and the Subcommittee on Education are meeting soon so
engaging with them is critical.

6
Board Member
Reports

a. BUSD

b. CCUSD

Mr. Noguera reported that there is no good news,
reiterating that BUSD is looking at their budget and
having to let go of three teachers. They are trying to
minimize the damage of this fiscal year and looking at
all the options for doing so.

Executive Board
Members




c. LACCD
i

d. LAUSD
i.

e. MUSD
i.

Dr. Cardenas said she was really excited about the
Professional Development Collaboration Plan, and
believed it is critical to support their teachers,
instructors, and support staff.

Dr. Lancaster added about the Advantage LA Plan,
which was previously presented at a board meeting,
and the city is actually looking to implement the plan.
He will serve in an advisory capacity and work with
the team on a survey of what programs LARAEC is
doing that are targeted towards the older adult
population and employment for them and what that
looks like for the region. He may have them come
back at some point to talk about how they need to
operationalize certain aspects of the plan as a
consortium.

He also wanted to thank the LARAEC team for all their
support and is excited about the coming year and
partnering with more organizations in the region and
leveraging their size as a consortium.

No report.

Ms. Plascencia said MUSD is happy that they finished
off the school year with a great summer school which
ended yesterday. They did pre-registration during
summer school, so they are ready to rock for the
2025/26 school year. They are taking a look at their
programs and spending to plan ahead and plan
wisely. They will be welcoming their teachers back on
August 11.

They are also full force with their “Rise” marketing
campaign with their new logo of a phoenix and are
getting it out there.

They are also proud they met their payment points
and gains for this year.

7
Announcements

7.1 Next Regular Board Meeting: August 22, 2025, 1PM - 4PM or
September 19, 2025

Location(s): Teleconferencing locations and Zoom

Dr. Lancaster noted that there are no pressing items to be scheduled
for the August 22nd meeting, but he would like to hold it on the
books in case someone has a capital outlay or other quick business

Jim Lancaster,
Ed.D.




item. If they get closer to the meeting and no one has anything, they
can make the decision to cancel. The August meeting and the
September meeting would both be teleconference meetings.

8
Adjourn

Dr. Lancaster adjourned the meeting at 3:40 PM.




