LARAEC Executive Board

Friday, October 17, 2025
1:00 PM — 4:00 PM

Minutes- Regular Board Meeting

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 Men Le, Project Director
Dr. Jacqueline Cardenas, Culver City X Daniel Gomez, CCUSD X Dr. Michele Stiehl, Advisor X
usD
Dr. James Lancaster, LACCD X Dr. Adrienne Ann Mullen, LACCD X Justin Gorence, Advisor X
Renny Neyra, Los Angeles USD X Dr. Francisco Narciso, 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 1:01
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. As there were no requests for adjustment, Dr. Lancaster said
that the agenda stands approved.
1.3Items for future agendas — The Board President will request
items for future board meetings
a. Board member on camera right asked for a discussion on
possible interventions for ineffectiveness.
1.4 Approval of minutes
Regular Meeting: September 19, 2025
a. Asthere were no requests for changes to the minutes, they
are considered approved and published.
2 a. There was no public comment electronically or at the Justin Gorence
Public Comment teleconferencing locations.
3
Information and | 3.1 Review upcoming CAEP due dates and reminders Rey Rodriguez
Staff Reports
a. Mr. Rodriguez updated the board on upcoming CAEP due dates
and thanked the board members and their districts for submitting
their reports and work plans in a timely manner.




3.2 Share the Quarter 4 consolidated expense report for the 2024-
25 SY submitted to CAEP September 30, 2025.

a. Mr. Rodriguez shared the Quarter 4 expense report and broke
down spending, saying they have spent 76% of their budget for
this year, which was better than the same time last year when they
had only spent about 66%.

b. He then shared a summary of expenditures for each member
district as well as the corrective action plan for districts that did
not meet their spending targets.

3.3 Share ELL Healthcare Pathways Bi-annual Report for program-
to-date expenses and Grant Update

a. Ms. Neyra arrived during this agenda item at 1:08 PM.
b. Mr. Rodriguez shared the report and broke down spending for the
different rounds of the grant with Dr. Stiehl.

i.  They have spent 3.9 million, or about 81% of the Round 1
grant.

ii. Dr. Stiehl added that because Round 2 was so late
compared with Round 1, they have spent 0% of it.

iii.  She explained that the LARAEC office did research to
compare their spending with other consortia, and found
that 35% of consortia have spent all of their round 1
money already.

iv. Another 35% of consortia have spent 75% or more of their
Round 1 money, so that puts LARAEC right in the middle of
where everyone is at in the state.

c. Dr. Stiehl then discussed Round 3 of the ELL Pathways grant.

i.  They had received 4.8 million for Round 1, 7.7 million for
Round 2, and had been having a lot of conversations
around Round 3 as part of the CAEP Summit and the CAEP
director’s event.

ii. Originally, the grant was to be disbursed to a set number
of consortia determined by need, with a little over 40
consortia being targeted. Now, consortia that did not
receive any money from Rounds 1 and 2 voiced their
opinion on being left out.

iii. Now they have decided on a different format for Round 3
with a competitive application process that all 71 consortia
in the state can participate in. They are looking to award
20 awards from 1 million to 5 million dollars.

1. She noted that the last round had around 40
awards, so now at least half of people funded in
Rounds 1 and 2 will not receive funding in Round
3.

iv. They are also looking to disburse the Round 3 funding next
year, with this year being a planning year. This round will
have a 36-month window in which to spend it.

1. She added that they are looking for these
disbursements to align with Washington’s IBESS
model, which is essentially a piece of IET.
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vi.

vii.

Dr. Stiehl added that the state is also looking for consortia
to establish regional centers of innovation and impact. The
intention is to have people get together regionally and
come up with creative ideas and ways to increase people
participating in Allied Health programs.

The state has not finished the request for applications yet;
they had previously said consortia would receive it by mid-
fall, and Dr. Stiehl said they are hoping to get it in the next
month. Following that, they will have a bidders’
conference where consortia can attend and ask questions.

1. This also looks like it is no longer a sure thing that
they will get Round 3 funding, and that LARAEC as
a whole will only get one application.

Dr. Stiehl said that LARAEC staff approached the
coordinators of the program at the CAEP Director’s event.

1. They voiced their concerns that grants of 1to 5
million are much less than what LARAEC thought
they were going to get, and what the implications
were for LARAEC given it is so much bigger than
other consortia.

2. She said that the coordinator said they are still
working on the RFA, and they are definitely
interested in making sure it is fair to LARAEC.

3. With that, the LARAEC office talked to some folks
on their team and drafted a letter with suggestions
to make sure the RFA process is fair to LARAEC.
They have found it productive in the past to pitch
their case and make suggestions.

4. They sent the draft letter around to the board last
Friday, and Dr. Lancaster signed it. They sent it to
the Vice Chancellor of Workforce and Economic
Development’s office and to the program
coordinators.

a. The letter basically states that they have
24 times more ELL students than half of
the consortia out there and that it would
be more fair for LARAEC to be able to
apply for multiple grants, not just one 1 to
5 million dollar grant. The letter also
explained the mathematical way LARAEC
figured out what each consortium should
be able to apply for.

5. They hope to be able to apply for $15 million in
grants; they may not get it since the process is
now competitive, but they want the ability to
apply for a fair amount.

d. Dr. Lancaster asked about the approval process, and whether it
normally takes this long.

Dr. Stiehl said that the state has been very slow on the ELL
and the chancellor side of things, and attributed it to the
fact that the coordinators of the program wear a lot of
hats, and they are usually focused on making sure
applications and such are in on time. The official approvals




do tend to come late after that despite attempts by
LARAEC to follow up.

3.4 LARAEC Events updates

a.

Mr. Gorence explained that it has been an extraordinarily
busy fall for the consortium office in terms of LARAEC events.
He explained that the Allied Health Collaborative was
recognized as a CAEP Model Program, and talked about the
collaborative event which brought together people from
around Southern California to share, collaborate, and
network.

i.  The event brought Allied Health professionals
together to network, strategize, and find solutions to
issues they may have had.

ii. He explained that they always survey participants to
make sure they get what they hoped to get out of an
event, and included a couple of comments in the
presentation from their exit survey.

iii.  They also had a panel discussion at the event
featuring member districts of LARAEC as well as SoCal
people outside LARAEC's member districts to talk
about their work and how they are solving problems
in practice.

iv.  During the survey, they asked participants if they
wanted in-person events moving forward, and 90%
said they wanted the next two LARAEC events to be
in-person.

v.  The date for their next collaborative is April 17th.
Mr. Gorence also talked about the social-emotional learning
and trauma-informed instruction sessions that were part of
the three-year plan’s professional development plan.

i.  They recently held the first in a series of six such
sessions to be held throughout October, November,
and December, and it was right next to the
Articulation Cooperative, also part of the three-year
plan’s PD programs.

Dr. Stiehl gave background on the Articulation Collaborative,
explaining that it was championed by Dr. Narcisso from
LAUSD as part of the three-year plan.

i. It gives LARAEC an opportunity to look at how to
strengthen those pathways for their learners as they
move between programs and into the credit side of
college.

ii.  Atthe Collaborative’s first meeting, LACCD presented
on the articulation process and their course
development process. They also gave attendees a lot
of resources that they can use to start looking at what
areas they might want to articulate.

Justin Gorence




iii.  Dr. Stiehl was also excited to learn about the process
being created to provide credit for prior learning for
adult students so that they do not have to start at
square one when they go to college and can bring in
skills from their past and have them recognized.

iv.  Next steps are that districts are going to take this
information back and start looking at areas they’d like
to articulate, now with access to course pipelines
from LACCD.

1. Then, for the next meeting LACCD is creating a
kind of template on what information the
college needs or would like to know for those
articulations. That way, LARAEC districts can
put together a pitch deck or pitch sheet for
colleges they would like to articulate with.

e. Mr. Gorence introduced the next event in LARAEC’s award-
winning Student Connect series in November, which is like
having a guest speaker and subject matter expert come to
LARAEC classrooms.

i.  This upcoming Student Connect event will feature
Bruce Miller and will be themed around smart
financial planning for the future. For students with
family abroad that send money home, he will talk
about how to do that while paying as little taxes and
fees as possible.

f. Mr. Gorence added that the next cycle of Lunch With LARAEC
Zoom casts will start on November 6th, and their Action
Planning Team meetings are coming up at the end of
October.

g. Dr. Lancaster asked if the trauma-informed instruction was
considered more of a professional development series, a
data collection dialogue, or a forum for people to talk about
it.

i.  Mr. Gorence said it is a fusion of a PD series and data
collection dialogue, but more in the PD sphere. He
gave some background on the structure of the
program.

ii.  Dr. Lancaster asked if participants earned a certificate
upon completion, and Mr. Gorence said for LARAEC
there is no certificate, but they would certainly work
with a number of districts who wanted to offer a
certificate for teachers who attended all of the
meetings. Dr. Stiehl noted that they have had districts
in the past request attendance and then offer their
staff something for attending.

3.5 Adult Education Funding Update

Justin Gorence




a.

Mr. Gorence gave background on the recent volatility around
federal education funding and specifically WIOA and WIOA

funding.
i.

LARAEC staff spoke with the California Department of
Education and they said they are on track to have funds
issued by the end of October or before.

For Fiscal Year 2026 funding, Carolyn Zachry from the State
Adult Education Office said that the shutdown will not
affect the drawdown of funds from federal to state level.

He explained that currently PRWORA, the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 is caught up in
litigation; there are no court dates, so it is still pending and unlikely
to be resolved this year.

4
Public Comment

There w
person.

ere no requests for public comment over Zoom or in

Justin Gorence

5
Discussion and
Action Items

5.1 Action Item: Make findings that specified member districts
have exceeded the member-district excessive carryover
threshold of no more than 20% for FY 2024- 25, approve
specified district corrective action plans, and approve
consortium reasonable intervention plan.

Dr. Stiehl introduced items 5.1 through 5.4, giving
background and explaining that 5.1 and 5.2 deal with
carryover and 5.3 and 5.4 deal with looking at member
effectiveness, the calculation of that and base allocations.
She also gave background about the Ed Code’s carryover
policies as tied to consortium carryover and individual district

carryover.

a.

She explained that in 2024 the board approved that
no member district should have more than 20%
carryover individually. Last year, which would be
looking at the 2023-2024 school year, they had 34%
carryover. This year they have 23% carryover, which is
moving in the right direction but still over the state’s
threshold.

The board was emailed that the consortium exceeded
carryover, and that they need to do a written
expenditure plan due by November 15th in response.
Dr. Stiehl explained that they have 4 member districts
that are over 20% carryover right now, so that
requires a corrective action plan, with LARAEC putting
in place how they will support them.

She emphasized that today’s meeting is just looking
to make findings that member districts have excessive
carryover, introduce corrective action plan, and
approve reasonable monitoring and intervention.

Michele Stiehl




Districts will get a year to spend down that carryover
and LARAEC will continue to monitor and provide
support or guidance a district needs.

b. Mr. Gomez from CCUSD presented to provide context for
Culver City’s carryover and reaffirm their commitment to
transparency and responsible fiscal management.

Vi.

He explained that over the past 5 years, CCUSD has
experienced tremendous turnover at the site and
district level, leading to disruptions and instability
that interfere with executing a cohesive, continuous
plan. Mr. Gomez then went through the changes in
leadership as of 2020 in district, fiscal, and school site
areas.
He explained that up until the start of this academic
year, they have also experienced frequent vacancies
at the site level which also affect the continuity of the
district’s vision.
Their carryover surplus began and grew substantially
during the pandemic era as site administration
prevented spending to attempt to ensure future
financial stability during an uncertain time. Attempts
to spend down carryover are underway by investing
in areas of need such as technology and
infrastructure, as well as getting paid prep time
approved for instructors after a delay.
They also experienced a slowing of and eventually
complete halting of satellite campus acquisition plans,
which coincided with a change in administration at
the site and district levels in the 23-24 school year.
Mr. Gomez wanted to emphasize that these
circumstances were reflective of external
contemporary factors rather than a pervasive legal or
systemic issue endemic to CCUSD.
Mr. Gomez then delved into the actions already
occurred and currently occurring to address the
situation:
1. All school site vacancies have been filled
2. Technology district-wide has been modernized
and all furniture and lighting in their campus
has been upgraded
3. Program offerings have expanded to
afternoons and Fridays and virtual programs
have been created for ASE and ESL. They are
looking forward to adding additional virtual
classes.
4. They will continue to improve as educators by
consistently engaging in PD opportunities.
5. Mr. Gomez noted that the peak of the
carryover was in the 23-24 school year, and




C.

since Dr. Cardenas was appointed principal in
November of 2023 there was a half a million
dollar reduction in carryover the following
year, a 21.5% decrease.

vii.  Mr. Gomez then outlined future efforts to be
undertaken by CCUSD to spend down their carryover.

1.

2.

3.

4,

5.

They will be conducting additional facility
upgrades for safety and fiber optics.

They will resume their search for a satellite
campus by purchasing or leasing in Culver City,
thereby enabling them to expand their in-
person offerings.

Their staff will be engaged in a multitude of PD
opportunities.

They will be expanding marketing materials
and outreach efforts.

They will increase collaboration with district
administration and maintain an increased
financial awareness level to prevent this from
occurring in the future.

viii. Mr. Gomez thanked the LARAEC board members and
fellow LARAEC teammates for their continued support
and collaboration.

1.

Dr. Lancaster asked for clarification of the
order of action items. Dr. Stiehl clarified that
the action items would be to determine that
districts have excessive carryover, to approve
corrective action plans, and then approve any
consortium regional interventions.

Dr. Lancaster summarized the order of the action items and

their contents.

i.  Ms. Neyra motioned to make findings that specified
member districts have exceeded the carryover
threshold, to approve the corrective action plans for
districts, and to approve consortium reasonable
interventions. Dr. Cardenas seconded.

Ms. Neyra said that it was her understanding that the big
carryover from the two districts was not a result of the
present LARAEC board but its predecessors.

i.  With that being said, the carryover was so great that
she did not want to receive another letter like the one
they received stating that the entire consortium is
ineffective.

ii.  She noted that they have been in conversations for
years but only decided to take action and make
findings three or four years later while also being held
hostage to the same allocation that they had 3-4
years ago.




iii.  She said that they cannot move forward unless
something drastic is done, and she is embarrassed
that they took too long as a consortium to act, and
thinks it looks really bad from the outside.

iv.  Hopefully those member districts that have excessive
carryover will have stability moving forward but she
thinks it is a disservice to those districts right now to
add to that carryover.

v.  She has some ideas about things to change in
response, but thinks there needs to be drastic action
because waiting a year to address it will lead to them
being ineffective again if the enrollment is not there.

e. Ms. Plascencia respectfully acknowledged Ms. Neyra’s
comment. She explained that she has just come on board as
new leadership for MUSD, and they have high hopes for their
district.

i.  She noted that in talking to leaders from other
consortia, districts that had ineffectiveness or
excessive carryover have come up with more
innovative solutions to their carryover, including
giving their carryover money to support another
member district.

ii. She added that MUSD looks forward to presenting
soon on what they are doing, but feels based on the
previous comment that carryover and ineffectiveness
are two different things with two different trigger
start dates. Carryover is 20% over and ineffectiveness
is 120% per student funding.

iii.  She also emphasized that CCUSD and MUSD are in
rebuilding mode and trying to focus on remedying
their carryover and ineffectiveness.

f.  Mr. Noguera asked to confirm the timeline to correct these
issues, with July 1st 2024 being the trigger date and ending
on June 30th 2026.

i.  Dr. Stiehl confirmed this, explaining that this past year
was the first year in the 2-year period and this year is
the second year. She noted that it is required in the
Ed Code that you cannot reallocate any carryover
unless a district has been ineffective or had excessive
carryover for two consecutive years.

ii.  Mr. Noguera said it was his understanding that they
would take action as a board, and Dr. Stiehl clarified
that they are allowed to take action after that period
is up based on the Ed Code, but they are welcome to
agree on something else and take creative action.
They cannot compel the district to give up carryover
until it has been two consecutive years.

g. Dr. Cardenas appreciated that Ms. Plascencia brought up
creative solutions and had done research into other




consortiums’ solutions. She saw LARAEC as a collaborative
team that wants the best for their districts, wants to trust
one another, and wants to work together as part of the
community.

Dr. Lancaster said, to Ms. Neyra’s point, that they are tackling
this situation for the first time with carryover AND
ineffectiveness timelines being put into motion at the same
time.

Dr. Lancaster reiterated that the action item is to make
findings that BUSD, CCUSD, LACCD, and MUSD member
districts have exceeded the member district carryover
threshold of no more than 20% for fiscal year 24-25, and
approve specified districts corrective action plans, and
approve consortium reasonable interventions.

i.  Ms. Plascencia asked if the consortium intervention
plans included some type of innovative remedy tools.
Dr. Stiehl said that they did not have that listed, but
they can add that as an amendment to explore
creative plans, but the intervention plans as written
involved twice-yearly reports, continued checking in
with the districts, and technical support if needed.

ii.  Ms. Neyra thought that should fall to the member
districts but they can add it. Dr. Stiehl said they can
add that discussion to a future agenda, and Dr.
Lancaster suggested having the point persons discuss
what that looks like and bring it to the board.

Mr. Noguera had a different opinion, because every member
district that is carrying more than 20% wrote something
already as part of the solution to the problem. Adding more
bullet points is going to continue the conversation over
something that was already established by each member
district.

i.  BUSD wrote their plan, and they are at 28% carryover
with the goal of making it zero, which will eventually
happen based on that plan.

Ms. Plascencia asked, if they are not working together to
solve the carryover issue, how it is a LARAEC intervention.
She acknowledges that the districts all have their individual
plans for the carryover issue but it would be good even if the
point persons have an agenda item to discuss the issue and
possible innovative ideas for districts to support each other.

i.  Dr. Stiehl said that regardless of this action item being
approved they could add that agenda item to the
leadership meeting agenda.

Roll call vote:

i BUSD: Aye

ii. CCUSD: Aye

iii. LACCD: Aye

iv. LAUSD: Aye




V. MUSD: Aye

m. Motion carried.

5.2 Action Item: Approve the written expenditure plan required by
CAEP for reducing excessive carryover.

a.

Dr. Stiehl introduced the item and broke down the components of
the plan, including the carryover status of each member and what
led to it as short narratives. The district corrective plans as
submitted in their Q4 reports are also included. The planis in
NOVA and will be submitted once approved.

Dr. Cardenas moved to approve the written expenditure plan, and
Mr. Noguera seconded.

Roll call vote:

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

d. Motion passed.

5.3 Discussion Item: Based on LARAEC bylaws Article IV.C.(4),
discuss data and considerations related to member-effectiveness
for those districts who received more than 120% above the
average per student funding for FY 2024-25. Member-districts may
present district considerations to determine if a member will be
deemed consistently ineffective.

a.

Dr. Stiehl introduced this item, explaining that it is not talking
about carryover but about member effectiveness and member
district allocations. In their April board meeting, they approved a
calculation to determine ineffectiveness that would trigger a board
discussion if a member district had more than 120% above the
average per-student funding based on 12+ hour students.

i Today, the role of the board is to make findings, or not,
that member districts were consistently ineffective. If
members are found ineffective, they have a year to
implement any reasonable interventions before any of
their base allocation can be changed.

ii. IF the district is still 120% above the per-student average
and the board makes findings that they are consistently
ineffective for a second year, then they can have a
conversation about potentially adjusting their allocation or
other interventions determined by the board.

iii. If there is a reduction in allocation for a member district, it
will be part of the May CFAD which will go in place for the
2027-28 school year.

iv. If districts are found ineffective at this meeting, the board
can approve corrective action plans and reasonable
interventions at the November meeting.

Michele Stiehl
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b. Mr. Gomez presented Culver City’s plan for increasing their
participation rate.

He reviewed the metrics for what a participant is as
relevant for LARAEC and its members and presented on
trends in student enrollment and external factors
influencing enrollment.

He also presented an effectiveness analysis and explained
that CCUSD and LARAEC staff met to discuss strategies for
helping students meet 12+ hours. Finally, he discussed
their current standing and future plans for Culver City to
increase enrollment and conversion of students to 12+
hours.

In conclusion, he summarized that substantial progress
had been made, and with strategies identified and being
implemented, CCUSD anticipates being under 120% over
the average by the end of the program year. CCUSD
respectfully requested that the board refrain from
classifying them as consistently ineffective.

c. Ms. Plascencia thanked Dr. Lancaster and the LARAEC board
members for the opportunity to present factors to consider as
they relate to Montebello’s Community Adult School and
ineffectiveness.

Ms. Plascencia gave background on her time so far with
MCAS and her longer career at MUSD, and said that since
the first day she and the current administration started
they have been working as a team to make MCAS an
effective school. She acknowledged MUSD’s designation as
ineffective for the 2024-25 program year and the concerns
it raises regarding efficiency and program outcomes.
She presented contributing factors to MCAS’ low
enrollment, including an extended period of administrative
turnover and leadership transition as well as the ongoing
closure of Ford Park School, which is under Division of
State Architecture review prior to demolition and
construction. That campus generates 30% of their
enrollment and is the main contributing factor, she would
say, to their carryover.
She elaborated further on administrative and district
circumstances that contributed, including cost of
programs, union agreement challenges, unfilled vacancies
in staff, and variation in leadership approaches and capital
allocation priorities.
Ms. Plascencias noted that despite these circumstances,
MCAS has earned two LARAEC Innovation Awards,
demonstrating commitment to student achievement and
community involvement.
Mr. Carias then presented the current actions being taken
by MCAS, including a new vision for the school and new
leadership structure with full support of district leadership.
They are also reframing school goals and priorities and
improving data collection.

1. They are also working to build enrollment through

marketing and community engagement. They are




d.

Vi.

vii.

viii.

also opening new courses to address community
needs.

2. They are focusing on persistence and PD,
launching ongoing department meetings to set
program goals and monitor progress. They are
implementing student incentives and offering
classes at convenient times and in different
modalities to reduce educational barriers.

3. They are also working on effective spending on
instructional support, staffing, and professional
development.

Ms. Plascencia then discussed future plans for MCAS for
staffing and program growth, facility improvements and
renovations, and marketing and outreach. They remain
committed to closely monitoring expenditures to ensure
alignment with their goals and compliance standards.

Mr. Carias then presented data that broke down
inconsistency by program, noting that not all CAEP
programs are the same since the cost, outcomes, and goals
are different.

1. CTE has been consistently ineffective since it
requires resources, labor market information, and
specialties for each industry sector. Meanwhile,
their high school program had a dip from
2021/2022 to 2022/2024, but has stabilized and
increased in effectiveness since then.

Mr. Carias said that MCAS needs time to grow their
enrollment, which they will hopefully start if Ford Park gets
approved, which will increase enroliment by 30%;
however, it will not happen in one year. They are
committed to changing with their new vision and
leadership, but it’s a systemic change that will take time.
And it must be systemic in order to be sustainable.

Ms. Plascencia concluded by arguing that placing a label of
consistently ineffective at this time of intervention would
be unnecessarily punitive toward MCAS and Culver City.

1. She was also concerned that any remedies placed
by the consortium at this time are too late to have
an effective impact in their program when the
calendar year has already been set and
assignments have already been issued for
teachers.

Since 5.3 was a discussion item, Dr. Lancaster asked board
members to keep any discussion or questions to just the
presentations. He asked Dr. Stiehl to refresh the board on what the
bylaws have defined “consistently ineffective” as.

Dr. Stiehl explained that “consistently ineffective” is a term
used in the Ed Code, and they have attempted to define it
over the last couple years.

She clarified that the 120% the average per-student
funding is not in and of itself the definition of “consistently
ineffective”, but just to trigger a discussion about it. They
deliberately left it as a board discussion and board decision




on what that means, so that the 120% does not
automatically deem a district consistently ineffective.

e. Ms. Neyra said she appreciated both presentations, and noted the
many external factors that are out of each district’s control which
is why they know they will not be able to correct the issue within a
year.

i.  She noted that they saw this issue coming years ago and it
is unfortunate that Dr. Cardenas and Ms. Plascencia are
sitting in the board seats now. If not them, someone else
would be dealing with the same thing, and Ms. Neyra
thought it was difficult for the other districts because the
situation is not a reflection of what Dr. Cardenas and Ms.
Plascencia are doing, it is a reflection of what they walked
into.

5.4 Action Item: Make findings that specified member districts
have been consistently ineffective as allowable in Education Code
84914. Reasonable interventions, corrective actions, and funding
will be discussed at another board meeting.

a. Dr. Lancaster moved to this item, and entertained discussion
around it, noting that they could move to find both CCUSD and
MUSD consistently ineffective, or only find one consistently
ineffective, or neither.

i Building off of what Ms. Neyra said he wanted to
emphasize that it is not about an individual being
ineffective; it can feel personal because board members
represent their district.

ii. He wanted to emphasize that a conversation is not an
attack on the administration, faculty, or staff, and
applauded CCUSD and MUSD for their presentations in a
tough situation.

b. Mr. Noguera thanked Dr. Lancaster for his comment, and agreed
that it is not in any way personal. He thought it was important to
notice that this has been happening for many years in response to
the 2017 state audit, and that they currently have a funding
imbalance.

i He thought it was important to notice too that there are
already students and communities around the other
districts that need the support and they can only provide it
if they have more funds.

ii. He added that they have discussed on several occasions
that LARAEC has provided support to everyone, even at
Burbank, as part of supporting the members of the
consortium, so the support has been there. They need to
move forward with a plan that supports everybody,
including the students around the community.

iii. He noted that at the beginning of this conversation in
April, they were looking at a higher number of student
enrollment, but they decided to make a change and do it
based on participants instead.

c. Ms. Plascencia noted that the 2017 audit was being brought up
consistently, and that since 2017 MUSD’s base funding was
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affected. She said that the bylaws do not bring any other years into
discussion except for the years that the discussion about
effectiveness was triggered by the 120% trigger. Dr. Stiehl
confirmed this.

d. Dr. Lancaster noted that the board determination of “consistently
ineffective” is subjective, even though the 120% trigger is not.

e. Dr. Cardenas said that she has concerns in terms of the
consistently ineffective designation and its impact on the base
allocation because CCUSD is the smallest district. She would ask
that her peers on the board consider the impact on the community
that the designation could have and on CCUSD’s ability to sustain
its programs in support of their learning community.

f. Ms. Neyra noted that the impact of this situation on CCUSD and
MUSD also impacts LAUSD and other member districts as well.

g. Mr. Noguera reiterated previous points about making sure to put
the money where the needs of the students and the community
are, and to make sure there is a fair distribution of money
accordingly.

h. Ms. Plascencia reiterated that the Education Code only allows for
changes to allocations if a consortium member has been
consistently ineffective, and reiterated MUSD’s request for more
time to implement strategies and interventions.

i. Dr. Lancaster asked if 2027/2028 would be the first year an
adjustment could be made to the base allocation if a district was
deemed ineffective, which Dr. Stiehl confirmed, saying that they
would be deciding the reallocation next year at this time.

i Dr. Lancaster reiterated that “consistently ineffective” is a
subjective determination by the board. He thought that if
a district is deemed consistently ineffective, but by next
year they have made significant improvements to reducing
that ineffectiveness, even if they still are over the 120%
threshold he feels they would no longer be ineffective in
that scenario, since the label is so subjective.

ii. He personally thought, in order to move this item since
they have not taken action on it, that they put the districts
as being ineffective but keeping in mind subjective
improvement can count towards them being deemed
effective in the future. And the board can undo the label of
“consistently ineffective” if there has been improvement.

j. Ms. Plascencia moved to find that MUSD and CCUSD are not
consistently ineffective. Dr. Cardenas seconded.

i Mr. Noguera asked what the next step would be, and Dr.
Stiehl clarified that if they approve the motion on the
table, the board will come back a year from now, do the
calculation again, and if anyone is over 120%, they will put
it on the agenda again with the same action item next year
at the same time.

ii. Mr. Noguera thought that if that happened, they will
continue showing that the current funding distribution is
unfair, and questioned the point of coming up with the
120% trigger if they vote to leave the issue open.




Dr. Cardenas said that she hears Mr. Noguera’s concerns, but
noted that they have plans and strategies laid out to address the
issue and they need time to put the money towards those.

Mr. Noguera made a comment (unable to discern) that prompted
Ms. Neyra to comment that she thinks this issue is being taken on
a very personal district level when they need to be thinking about
the consortium as a whole.

i Ms. Neyra truly believed that MUSD and CCUSD are
committed to addressing the issue, but thought there
were a lot of external factors that she does not believe are
going to be taken care of in a year, and they are going to
be right here again. And the board needs to do what’s best
for the consortium as a whole.

ii. Mr. Noguera reiterated previous points about their
conversation in April ending on the idea of coming up with
something fair and compassionate for everybody, and
putting funding where the needs are.

. Ms. Plascencia said that to address the point of being fair, that is
why MUSD brought up being willing to work together on an
innovative plan if there are plans or needs of current districts that
are being impacted by the current situation. She also reiterated
that she thinks being labeled as consistently ineffective just when
they are starting to rebuild seems unfair and punitive.

Ms. Neyra said that the consortium districts will work with MUSD
and CCUSD to help them not be ineffective, but as a consortium
they need to take action, and the label simply triggers the
assistance and conversation. It does not mean funding is going to
be removed. And even if they were still above that 120% threshold
in a year, as Dr. Lancaster said, there’s still a conversation, and it is
still subjective as to what happens because of that.

Mr. Noguera reiterated that they have spent years in conversation
about this potential issue, and reiterated that the funding
imbalance does not represent fairness.

Ms. Plascencia reiterated MUSD’s respect for the monitoring
process and their objections to being labeled consistently
ineffective.

Roll call vote:

i BUSD: Nay

ii. CCUSD: Aye

ii.  LACCD: Nay

iv. LAUSD: Nay

V. MUSD: Aye

Motion failed.

Ms. Neyra moved to find both Montebello and Culver City
consistently ineffective. Mr. Noguera seconded.

Roll call vote:

i BUSD: Aye

ii. CCUSD: Nay

iii. LACCD: Aye

iv. LAUD: Aye

V. MUSD: Nay

Motion passed.




5.5 Discussion: Discuss cancellation of December Board meeting
due to no pressing items.

a. Dr. Lancaster explained that they would like to cancel the
December 19th meeting, holding December 12th on the
calendar as a potential meeting for outstanding business with
December 1st for anything the LARAEC office might need to
put on a consent agenda.

b. There was no opposition; the December 19th board meeting
was canceled.

5.6 Action Item: Approve Consent Agenda

5.6.1 Approve Capital outlay request for Montebello USD
to purchase a plasma table for welding

5.6.2 Approve Capital outlay request for Montebello USD
to purchase and install video surveillance system

a. Dr. Cardenas motioned to approve. Ms. Plascencia
seconded.
b. Roll call vote:
i. BUSD: Aye
ii. CCUSD: Aye
iii.  LACCD: Aye
iv.  LAUSD: Aye
V. MUSD: Aye
c. Motion passed.

Jim Lancaster,
Ed.D

Jim Lancaster,
Ed.D

6
Board Member
Reports

a. BUSD
i.  Mr. Noguera said that they have been looking at the
labor market and seeing where the needs of the
community are and trying to open a culinary art class
and a cybersecurity/Al class.

b. CCUSD

i.  Dr. Cardenas had no report.
c. LACCD

i.  Dr. Lancaster had no report.
d. LAUSD

i.  Ms. Neyra had no report.

e. MUSD
i.  Ms. Plascencia reported on the Montebello Pink

breast cancer awareness event.

ii.  They had a walkthrough of their new facility which
they are excited about.

iii.  MUSD recently hired personal care aid instructors
with the program starting soon, and they have lots of
new classes and online programs starting. They are

Executive Board
Members




working collaboratively with other districts to
improve their student accessibility and continue to
expand course offerings including evening and
Saturday classes.

iv.  They are also continuing to expand their marketing
and advertisement.

7 7.1 Next Regular Board Meeting: November 14, 2025, 1PM — 4PM | Jim Lancaster,
Announcements Ed.D.
Location(s): Teleconferencing locations and Zoom
Last day to submit agenda items: November 5, 2025
8 Dr. Lancaster adjourned the meeting at 3:24 PM.

Adjourn




