LARAEC Executive Board

Minutes- Regular Board Meeting

Friday, June 12, 2026
1:00 PM — 4:00 PM

In person at teleconferencing locations and via Zoom

Executive Board Members in

Point Person Team Members

Staff

Juan Noguera, Burbank USD

Yanira Chavez, BUSD

Dr. Francisco Narciso, Interim
Project Director

Dr. Dionne Garner, CCUSD

Paul Karaiakoubian, Ed.D, CCUSD

Dr. Michele Stiehl, Advisor

Dr. James Lancaster, LACCD

Dr. Adrienne Ann Mullen, LACCD

Justin Gorence, Advisor

Matthew Oberlander, Los Angeles
USD (alternate)

Megan Carroll, LAUSD

Rey Rodriguez, Budget Analyst

Deanna Plascencia, Montebello USD

Elvis Carias, MUSD

Teresa Plaza, Secretary

1 Jim Lancaster,
Call to Order a. Dr. Lancaster called the meeting to order with quorum at 1:08 | Ed.D.
PM.
Jim Lancaster
1.1 Pledge of Allegiance
a. Mr. Gorence led the group in the Pledge of Allegiance.
b. Dr. Lancaster as board president approved LAUSD to use
their school board-approved alternate Matthew Oberlander at
the LARAEC board meeting. He has the same rights as a
board member for discussion and voting.
1.2 Approval of the agenda
a. There were no requests to adjust the agenda. The agenda
stood as printed.
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 board meetings.
1.4 Approval of Minutes
Regular meeting: May 15, 2026
a. There were no requests for changes, and the minutes stood as
published.
2 a. Burbank Adult School principal Todd Laventure thanked everyone | Justin Gorence
Public Comment for visiting their campus for the meeting today. He commented
that they are concerned about their capacity for growth, and that
they have grown a lot in recent years but are feeling growing
pains. Their physical space is maxed out, and adding more




bungalows to accommodate their growth is straining their budget,
which impacts their ability to serve their students.

i He requested that the board keep in mind considerations
related to budgets and funding formulas that were created
previous to BUSD’s growth and are now outdated based
on their growth.

Jake Baldwin introduced himself as an ESL teacher who teaches
the IET components of their CNA and CMA classes. In his 3 years at
Burbank Adult School he has seen growth in enrollment and the
number of programs.

i He is here to advocate for Burbank Adult School and its
programs to be adequately funded, and said that their
CAEP funding has not kept pace with their growth. This is
compounded by the fact that they cannot count on WIOA
funding anymore.

ii.  They are growing and serving a diverse student
population, and he has students in his classroom from
Glendale, Van Nuys, Santa Clarita, North Hollywood, and
Burbank.

iii.  With their growing number of programs and students, a
4.7 million COLA is not enough to sustain this growth. He
believes in the work they do at BAS and sees firsthand the
impact they make on their students’ lives and in their
community. He asks that BAS be allocated the consistent
CAEP funding they need to keep doing their jobs and to
support their changing school size.

Hugh Martinez introduced himself as a level 3 English learner at
BAS from El Salvador. He is also enrolled in multiple professional
programs such as IT support. He commented that this school is a
great opportunity for this community and for helping students
reach personal goals. Students come from all over the greater LA
area.

Christopher Brown introduced himself and explained how valuable
and important classes at BAS were to him getting an internship
and then a job as an office assistant at BAS.

i He also notices how a lot of students from around LA,
Burbank, North Hollywood, Koreatown, and Lancaster
want to enroll in Burbank, and the school is growing
exponentially.

ii. He thinks of BAS as a skills gym where you go to work out
your soft skills and technical skills.

A woman introduced herself [Audio poor - Cara Daniela?] and
explained that she joined BAS and is now a business owner
teaching self-defense for women and children.

i She explained that she came to the US from Mexico, and
that people like her need opportunities and for people to
believe in them.

ii. She is now in level 5 for English and is enrolling in web
design to get more skills and share them with the
community and empower them.




3
LARAEC Board

Brown Act Review

LARAEC Board Brown Act Review — LAUSD Office of General Counsel

will provide an overview of Brown Act compliance for the LARAEC
Board and LARAEC Leadership Team.

a.

Mr. Ruiz introduced himself and Ms. Reimers and they
introduced and explained the Brown Act as well as recent
changes to the Brown Act. These took effect January 1st,

2026 with the passage of Senate Bill 707. They noted that the
presentation is intended for educational purposes only and is

not legal advice, nor does it create an attorney/client
relationship.

i.  They also explained which meetings trigger the Brown

Act and what kind of contact the board can have with
each other that will not trigger the Act.

ii.  They also gave clarity on how board members can use

social media without triggering the Brown Act.

iii.  Mr. Ruiz also explained how to set up a meeting
properly under the Brown Act, and what notices must
be given to the public.

He also talked about exceptions to the rule that the board
cannot take action or discuss an item that was not listed on

the posted agenda ahead of time.

Ms. Reimers discussed the board’s options regarding

teleconferencing.

Mr. Ruiz discussed the circumstances allowing for the board

to call a special meeting or an emergency meeting.

Ms. Reimers talked about the public’s right of access to
meetings, and their rights to comment on matters of public
interest, as well as the board’s right to adopt reasonable
regulations on time, place, and manner of public comment.

i.  She also discussed the procedure for removing
disruptive attendees, as well as SB707’s new Zoom
bomber provision.

ii.  Inaddition, she explained how documents made
available to the board in connection with an open
session agenda item must be made available to the
public.

Mr. Ruiz discussed what topics may be discussed in closed-

session meetings, as well as the penalties and potential legal
consequences for disclosing confidential information from
closed-session meetings.

Ferlin Ruiz &
Jane Reimers
LAUSD Office of
the General
Counsel




i.  They also discussed the procedure for returning from
a closed session into an open session and what must
be disclosed to the public.

Mr. Ruiz explained the consequences of violating the Brown
Act.

Dr. Lancaster asked the board if they had any questions.
Since they have a full agenda he suggested that if a question
will have a long or complicated answer the LARAEC staff can
follow up to get a written response from the General
Counsel.

Mr. Oberlander asked, as an alternate, how the Brown Act
applies to him, and Ms. Reimers said that at the time of his
appointment as an alternate he would be subject to the
requirements of the Brown Act.

Mr. Noguera thanked Counsel for doing this.

Dr. Lancaster asked if there was a correlation between the
Brown Act and taking an oath of office, and whether there
should be an official oath of office for LARAEC.

i.  Ms. Reimers said they do not have to, but noted that
the obligations take effect the moment they’re
elected.

ii.  He also asked about prohibited serial meetings as
discussed previously, and whether their practice of
having point persons work closely with the board
members and advise them is okay under the new
regulation.

1. Ms. Reimers said that if a point person is
meeting with someone on staff to get
information to pass to a board member, that’s
fine; when it gets into representing a board
member’s opinions is where it starts to get
problematic.

iii. He also asked about the state of emergency or global
emergency option for teleconferencing, noting it
seems like that’s if the entire board is experiencing
one emergency. Also, when you read the just cause
option, it doesn't seem to have the emergency
option. He asked if the just cause could be used for an
individual member district.

1. Ms. Reimers thought it was an option under
just cause.




Vi.

Dr. Lancaster also asked if they are doing
teleconferencing with locations at each member
district that have an in-person option for the public to
attend, whether there is a minimum number of those
they need to have (since traditionally they do that at
every member district to be compliant with the
teleconferencing requirements).

1. Ms. Reimers said that traditionally, all
member district locations should be listed on
the agenda and open to the public.

2. Dr. Lancaster noted that one slide on “less
restrictive teleconference rules” under the just
cause and emergency situation provisions said
that each location does not have to be
accessible to the public and the agendas do
not have to be posted at all remote locations.
Ms. Reimers clarified that that is just for the
just cause and emergency teleconferencing
scenarios.

Dr. Lancaster asked, under the teleconferencing
provision for accommodation of a disability, whether
the accommodation is approved and handled by the
HR of the board member’s district, or through LAUSD
since they are the fiscal agent.

1. Ms. Reimers believed that the district’s HR
department would determine if the
accommodation was ADA approved.

Dr. Lancaster noted a part of the presentation
discussing that those speaking could be held liable for
any slander against a staff member or board member,
and whether that is still applicable, which Ms.
Reimers confirmed.

Dr. Stiehl asked a clarifying question about Dr. Lancaster’s
question about utilizing the just cause exception: she read in
the Brown Act that if someone engages the just cause clause,
that everyone else would have to be at a singular and

physical location.

Ms. Reimers confirmed that that was correct if the
person utilizing just cause had to be at a location that
was not publicly accessible, then the others would
have to be in a single location in person.




4
Information and
Staff Reports

4.1 Review upcoming due dates and reminders

a. Mr. Rodriguez shared upcoming due dates and reminders for
student data and the Annual Plan due in NOVA, and thanked
the board members for submitting their financial reports in
NOVA.

b. He also explained due dates for the budget and work plans
and ELL Round 1 and 2 reporting.

c. Dr. Lancaster asked if there are any member districts that are
not going to be able to spend their Round 1 money. Mr.
Rodriguez explained that they do not have that data yet, and
Dr. Stiehl added that the report is biannual so they do not
have the official dollar amount for each district on where
they are at currently. She knows that some of the districts
have already spent down their Round 1 funds.

i.  Dr. Lancaster asked if they can return funds back to
the state if they can’t spend it down, and Dr. Stiehl
said that was possible.

4.2 Adult Education Funding Update

a. Mr. Gorence gave background on the adult education
funding situation and the zeroing out of the administration’s
budget for adult ed.

i.  The House committees voted to zero out adult ed
funding on June 9th, but the Senate subcommittee on
appropriations has not met yet, and they voted to
maintain adult ed funding last year.

ii. He believes that they are fighting complacency right
now, the belief that it will work out the same as last
year. He emphasized the importance of adult
educators and students weighing in on the
importance of adult ed right now to the House and
Senate members. He directed people attending the
meeting to scan a QR code to help them give public
comment on the importance of adult education.

b. Mr. Noguera asked to clarify if they were talking about fiscal
year 26-27, and Mr. Gorence confirmed that they are stable

Rey Rodriguez

Justin Gorence




for fiscal year 26-27, noting that the federal fiscal year is
offset from the state fiscal year.

Mr. Oberlander asked to clarify if they were specifically
talking about Title Il of WIOA, and Mr. Gorence said they
typically talk about Title Il because it affects their funding. He
also discussed some of the changes that are affecting Title Il
currently.

5
Public Comment

a.

There was no public comment electronically or in person.

Justin Gorence

6
Discussion and
Action Items

6.1 Action Item: Approve MOU for ELL Healthcare Pathways
Grant Round 3 funding and allocations based on
consortium award notification of $5,000,000.

a.

Dr. Stiehl explained that they were awarded funding for
Round 3 of the ELL grant, bringing their grand total for three
rounds to 17.6 million.

i.  This round was a competitive grant; 43 consortia in
the state of California applied and only 20 were
awarded.

ii. LARAEC was the only one to receive the highest
award of S5 million.

Next steps, she explained that they have received the grant
award letter and they have already determined the district
allocations in their grant application. Once they approve the
MOU, LAUSD will route the electronic version to the board
members to sign off on.

The funds will be distributed from the Chancellor’s office via
apportionment, similar to the first round, with monthly
checks. Hopefully LAUSD will be quick about getting the
checks out to each district as the fiscal agent.

The LAUSD contracts department signed off on the language
of the MOU, but essentially the document and language are
the same as in previous rounds.

Ms. Plascencia moved to approve item 6.1 and Mr. Noguera
seconded.

Roll call vote:
i. BUSD: Aye
ii. CCUSD: Absent
iii. LACCD: Aye
iv.  LAUSD: Aye

Michele Stiehl

Francisco Narciso

Michele Stiehl

Justin Goence

Justin Gorence

Michele Stiehl




V.

MUSD: Aye

g. The motion passed with 4 aye votes and 1 member absent.

6.2 Discussion: Share consortia information about use of an
innovation fund as a strategic model for addressing
carryover and discuss any possible next steps.

a.

C.

Dr. Narciso explained that during the last board meeting it

was requested that the staff contact the Capital Regional

Consortium, Adult Education Pathway, and State Center

Adult Education Consortium to determine their use of an

innovation fund or similar fund model to address carryover.

He spoke with the directors of those three consortia and

LARAEC staff included a report in the board member packet.

He gave an overview of each consortia’s policies and

procedure for using a consortium fund.

For Capital, members who are in good standing may
opt in or opt out to accept the reallocation
consortium fund, and members vote on options for
how to spend the funds, which must be spent down
in 6 to 8 months.

For Adult Education Pathway, they track carryover
guarterly and if there is excess carryover these funds
are held by the Siskiyou County Office of Education. If
a member district needs additional funds, the
consortium director facilitates the redistribution of
carryover funds between members and approves
allocation amendments.

For State Center, the consortium monitoring for
carryover is also quarterly, and funds can be
relinquished voluntarily or involuntarily. Involuntary
relinquishment of funds may occur if a member’s
carryover exceeds 20% for two consecutive years.

Dr. Narciso then explained how LARAEC addresses carryover

in a 3-year timeline through spend-down plans and allocation

amendments.

He then talked about what Capital Adult’s, Adult
Education Pathway, and State Center’s 3-year
approaches look like.

For Adult Education Pathway and State Center, they
track allocation performance every quarter in the
interest of transparency, and if they have two




consecutive years of carryover, all or part of their
carryover may be reallocated to other members.

a. Inyear 3, Adult Education Pathway
uses their consortium director to
facilitate this.

b. For State Center, fund needs are
communicated between members. In
both consortia approved allocation
amendments are needed to
redistribute the funds.

d. Mr. Noguera asked why they need to spend the money
within the next 6 to 8 months, and Dr. Narciso explained that

is just a number the consortia chose.

Mr. Noguera asked about one of the options that the
consortia had for using reallocated funds which was
funding a special project. Dr. Narciso said he would
have to get back to him after looking back through his
notes.

Mes. Plascencia added that she had investigated
special projects from other consortia and consulted
members of CAEP, and talked about categories for
special projects from that, She explained that it could
be as broad or as streamlined and narrow as LARAEC
wants to make it.

Dr. Narciso confirmed this and said that they would
talk in the next presentation about some ideas that
they have regarding less restrictive use of funding.

e. Mr. Oberlander asked what “director-facilitated reallocation”
meant. Dr. Narciso explained that the consortium director is

f.

aware of what’s going on in regards to carryover and she will

talk to districts with extra carryover and ask for some of
those funds for districts that come to the director asking for
funds. Then they would bring the allocation amendment to
the board.

Mr. Oberlander asked if they know what performance
metrics they look at for the quarterly allocation, and
Dr. Narciso said they look at enrollment.

Ms. Plascencia added that at the last meeting, Dr.
Stiehl presented that if a district has expiring funds
they could also be put into the innovation fund.

Dr. Lancaster asked about the capacity of each of the

consortia and their community college districts, and what the




complexity of those consortia looks like. He asked if LARAEC
staff could investigate that and send him their findings.

6.3 Action Item: Approve bylaws amendment to create a

consortium reserve fund to address carryover

compliance and meeting the needs of the consortium.

a.

Dr. Stiehl explained that at the last meeting they received a
request to add an action item to look at adding an innovation
fund of some kind.

i.  There were conversations about the name
“innovation fund” and renaming it to something more
flexible, and they selected “Consortium Reserve
Fund”.

She explained the draft bylaws in the board’s packet for
adding this consortium reserve fund and the necessary
structure and procedures for it.

Ms. Plascencia said that she appreciated the time and effort
put into researching the reserve fund and thinks it would be
a good thing in light of the new carryover regulations.

Mr. Noguera thanked Dr. Stiehl and said it was a great way to
approach carryover.

i.  He commented that they are working on a document
that is going to be around for many years to come,
and they need to think about the future as well, and
they need to support those districts that are returning
funding and help each other.

ii.  Dr. Stiehl responded that they already have a section
in their bylaws that talks about support elements for
member districts with excessive carryover and which
might be deemed ineffective. And this proposal
doesn’t obstruct or negate those support
mechanisms.

Mr. Oberlander thanked Dr. Stiehl for the presentation and
all the time and effort put into it. He also thanked Ms.
Plascencia for advocating for this as well. He noted that Mr.
Noguera seemed to be worried that this consortium reserve
fund process might unintentionally undermine the member
effectiveness process. If member districts give back to this
fund every year, they may never trigger the member
effectiveness evaluation, and that is something they might
want to think about.




f.

He asked why they want it to be open for the funding
to be held at any member district. Dr. Stiehl explained
that if the money would be held only at LARAEC's
office, they are housed inside LAUSD and LAUSD’s
carryover might be impacted by that. And money
counts differently and expires differently depending
on who is holding it.

Mr. Oberlander asked what type of report a member
district would have to submit if they are interested in
receiving funds and if there are any conditions on
what they can request funds for. Dr. Stiehl said they
did not put conditions in there, just a few bumpers
and noted that the vision is for it to be a simple report
to the board. But they can create a specific structure
for that particular report. The limitations or
conditions can be the board’s decision.

Mr. Oberlander asked if the board has to approve the
transfer of the funds from the district into this
reserve. Dr. Stiehl said they put it that way to be able
to know the money is in the reserve.

1. He asked if a member district returns the
funds, would they be able to apply later to get
them back. Dr. Stiehl said it came up when
they were discussing this with the leadership
team, and she would say yes but they did not
stipulate either way to leave it up to the board
to determine.

Dr. Lancaster asked if in order for a member district to access
the reserve fund they would have to require they not have a

certain carryover amount.

Dr. Stiehl said that they did not put that in the
proposed bylaws to leave it up to the board to
determine what to do in that instance. She gave the
example of a member district proposing a large
capital project where they need their 30% carryover
plus some extra to make it work.

Dr. Lancaster asked if this would be an easy way to
facilitate consortium-wide projects, and Dr. Stiehl said
that they put specific language in there to address
that as a possibility where the LARAEC office can
apply for the funds just like any of the other member
districts could.




Ms. Plascencia motioned to approve 6.3 as written and
presented. There was no second.

Dr. Lancaster suggested that they bring it back to allow board
members some time to digest the language of the bylaws.

i.  Ms. Plascencia thought it would also be good to have
an idea of what that application process looks like
when you want to request funding from the reserve.
She recommended keeping it as simple as possible.

6.4 Discussion Item: As requested by the board, LARAEC
staff will provide a historical overview of the process for
hiring a new consortium Project Director and discuss
possible next steps.

a.

Dr. Lancaster explained that this was requested by him. Mr.
Gorence gave a brief overview of the bylaw revisions that
currently govern the process to provide context for the board
as it considers future recruitment activities. He also provided
background on the board’s most recent project director
recruitment in 2023.

He noted that the board has a lot of authority to establish
hiring protocols in relation to the employer of record. It’s
meant to involve the board in the process. The bylaws also
have to do with working with the employer of record to
agree on the job posting and allow member districts ample
time to receive that posting and distribute it to interested
personnel.

Mr. Gorence summarized the 2023 recruitment process,
which involved 7 meetings over 5 months starting with the
announcement by the project director at the time who was
retiring, culminating in the hiring of a new project director.
He noted that the bylaws written subsequent to that process
gave the board a general framework for moving forward with
that process again but allowed the board flexibility.

Dr. Lancaster asked if they are locked into requiring that
every LARAEC staff member and executive director come
from a fiscal agent. Mr. Gorence said there is a provision that
allows the board to choose a project director outside of the
fiscal agent, but that comes with possible complications and
unintended consequences in terms of supervision and
embedding that person at an LAUSD location or figuring out
what supervision the staff would have.




i.  Dr. Lancaster asked the board to consider that
everything does not have to be put on the burden of
the fiscal agent, and even the interim project director
could come from any member district with some
funds transferred from the LARAEC office to cover
that for a short period of time.

ii.  Dr. Lancaster also asked if the LARAEC team is truly an
unbiased consortium team if they are so locked into
one member district, and whether they are truly
100% representing the entire consortium.

iii.  Mr. Oberlander said that if the consortium was able
to hire people directly then they maybe would not
have some of the questions that Dr. Lancaster was
bringing up. He also acknowledged the overlapping
complexity that Mr. Gorence brought up when you
start to hire people into different member districts.

1. He also noted that when positions like this
have been posted in the past, they have had
examples of people taking positions at LAUSD
to be part of the LARAEC team.

Mr. Gorence noted that as an office, the board would
reasonably recognize that the LARAEC office has gone out of
its way to provide technical support to all of their member
districts and that they have made sure they are available to
provide as much support in the best way possible for all
member districts. He can say with absolute honesty that that
is something they feel strongly about.

i.  Dr. Lancaster did not disagree, but noted that things
change and from personal experience in his district
things can change in a matter of years, and he is
always looking for how they can use language to
insulate as best as possible from those kinds of things
happening.

Ms. Plascencia asked how other consortia approach that and
whether they pick one member district to house their office.
Mr. Gorence explained that consortia handle it in different
ways, but it is typically someone who is embedded with one
member districts as an employee who may function as the
consortium director.

i.  Ms. Plascencia asked if there are any models where
each district has one person and they all come
together. Mr. Gorence said he could research to see if




there are examples of that model, but in his
experience consortia offices are usually very small
and they are typically housed in one member district.

6.5 Action Item: Approve the extension of the Interim
LARAEC Project Director, an administrator within
LAUSD, to continue in the position until December 31,
2026, or when the project director returns, or when a
new project director is hired whichever is soonest.

a. Dr. Lancaster explained that the permanent director is still
out on leave, so they would like to approve the extension of
the interim project director.

b. Mr. Gorence gave the board a refresher on the history of the
item.

c. Mr. Noguera motioned to approve and Mr. Oberlander
seconded.

d. Ms. Plascencia asked how long a person at LAUSD stays as
interim, and Mr. Oberlander clarified that there is no policy
at LAUSD where a person automatically becomes permanent
in a position after a certain length of time of being an
interim.

e. Roll call vote:
i BUSD: Aye
ii.  CCUSD: Absent
iii. LACCD: Aye
iv. LAUSD: Aye
V. MUSD: Aye
f. The motion passed with 4 aye votes and 1 member absent.

6.6 Action Item: Approve the 2026-27 schedule of meetings
for the LARAEC Executive Board.

a. Dr. Stiehl ran the board through the dates in the proposed
schedule, keeping with Fridays from 1-4pm. As before, they
can end early or cancel meetings if there are no pressing
items, and they will have two in-person meetings again this
year in October and April.

b. Mr. Noguera moved to approve the schedule and Ms.
Plascencia seconded.

c. Dr. Lancaster said that they are planning to bring forward a
board member alternate from LACCD and encouraged other
districts to consider approving alternates.

d. Roll call vote:
i BUSD: Aye




ii. CCUSD: Absent
iii. LACCD: Aye
iv. LAUSD: Aye
V. MUSD: Aye
e. The motion passed with 4 aye votes and 1 member absent.

7 Executive Board
Board Member a. BUSD Members
Reports i.  Mr. Noguera had nothing to report, but invited board
members to join in celebrating the last meeting of the
year with cake. He also thanked Dr. Lancaster for an
amazing job as board president over the past year.
ii. Healsoinvited the board members to tour the
campus and see their new classrooms.
b. CCUSD
i. Absent.
c. LACCD
i.  Dr. Lancaster reported that they have wrapped up
their semester with graduation and they start back up
with summer school on the 15th.
d. LAUSD
i.  Mr. Oberlander did not have anything to report for
LAUSD but congratulated Burbank Adult School on
their growth and expansion.
e. MUSD
i.  Ms. Plascencia reported that Montebello just finished
their graduation and are currently in summer school.
They are excited because Ford Park is moving forward
with site work to add bungalows and open up that
location. They are also adding a new parking lot which
is ahead of schedule.
8 Next Regular Board Meeting: TBD, 1 - 4PM Jim Lancaster
Announcements | ) 5cation(s): TBD
Last day to submit agenda items: TBD
On behalf of the board and LARAEC staff, Dr. Narciso thanked Dr.
Lancaster for his outstanding service as board president this past
year.
Dr. Lancaster announced that as just approved, the next scheduled
meeting is July 17th, and last day to submit agenda items is the 8th.
8 Dr. Lancaster adjourned the meeting at 3:34pm.

Adjourn




