My  name is Inger Stark and I am a faculty member at Laney College.  I’m here tonight to comment on the Peralta budget or, more precisely, Peralta budget and fiscal processes.  I was asked by colleagues at Laney to review and comment on the 2009/2010 budget that is to be approved tonight.  I was asked because I have a bit of training and experience in budget and finance, because I was the lead person in researching and writing the Laney self study section on financial resources, and because I’ve served on the budget advisory committees at both Laney and the district.  Additionally I’ve had a little experience in fiscal matters as a dean of categorical programs at Laney for six months.  I agreed to review and comment on the budget because the fiscal well-being of Peralta matters to me, because it matters to all Peralta students.

1.   First I want to say that the budget was not available for review until yesterday and, given the complexity of our district finances and the complexity of this budget book, 24 hour is not a lot of time.  I could not, in that short time period, review and comprehensively evaluate the proposed budget and I question whether or not anyone, including you, could have either.

2.   Second, I want to say that this presentation of an annual budget, in my estimation, falls short of delineating expenditures and budget in a clear and usable way.  It’s complicated and, even with my background, I had to go “hunting” to find out important budget information.  For example, I was not able, anywhere in this document to determine the annual cost of running Peralta TV.  There are members of our district community who have asked, fairly, if spending district resources to run PTV is a viable endeavor, given these tight fiscal times.  But, because it’s impossible here to determine the costs of PTV in relation to other costs, making a comparative assessment is not possible.

Additionally, nowhere in this document is there a clear presentation of exactly how much, and where, you’ve decided to reduce spending and cut the budget.  For example, everyone knows that many course sections are being cut to reduce spending, but there isn’t a clear outline of how many sections and at what savings.  This data is presented on the “Enrollment Data” page (where it’s very unclear and convoluted) and again in section I, Page 4 but it needs to be clearer and include your logic for this decision.  So for example, why are hourly faculty being cut (i.e. course sections) to save money when the cost for district office salaries goes up by $1,183,277?  Perhaps there is good logic for this but it’s not clear in this presentation.

3.  Third, there are discrepancies and/or errors that leave me wondering about the overall accuracy of this document.

For example, the amount of money that the unrestricted general fund will contribute to DSPS this year is listed as $1,157,664 on the Ed Services form & Sec I, Pg 7.  However, on the Restricted General Funds sheet Sec I Pg 8, it is listed as $1,117,008.  This difference, of $40,656, appears to be a typo, it’s an important discrepancy given that some DSPS services are in jeopardy.

Another error is that, in Section II, page 7, the Ending Balance of 2008/2009 of the Berkeley City College Construction Fund does not match the beginning balance for 2009/2010. That’s impossible and it’s an error of $23,798,462.  I’m not suggesting that $23,798,462 have disappeared or that there is anything wrong with the BCC Construction Fund, but it’s an error that needs attention before approving this budget.

4.   There are other concerns I have such as, there is no clear presentation of the district’s total “reserve” monies, with clarity about what portion of those are unavailable because of future liabilities.  In Section 1, Page 1, the balance listed for Unrestricted General Funds at year’s end, June 30, 2010, is $10,212,502.  I assume this is a part of the district’s “reserve?”  The amount is listed as 8.45% but it’s unclear 8.45% of what?  And, what is the logic of holding $15,681,297 in the Special Reserve #2 Fund and how is that related to other reserve money?  This fund grew 3 million dollars last year and it is budgeted to grow by another 2 million this year.  Also, the ending balance of the Restricted General Fund was $4,210,525 at June, 2009 and budgeted to be $3,519,217 at June 2010.  That seems like a lot of money given the deep cuts to categorical programs.

5.   I could go on, I have more questions and concerns, and so I request that another forum be presented to address these issues and others.  

Many people are here tonight because they care, very much, about the Peralta budget and how it impacts educational delivery.  They, we, look to you for leadership and wise decision making.  In these tight fiscal times, when classes, and services are being cut, the Peralta community, and the greater public, need and are entitled to clear and accessible financial data.  This document isn’t good enough.  I ask that you not pass this budget tonight but, instead, call for a reworking of this budget book that offers clearer and more accessible financial data.

Thank you.

