Board of Trustees Report
District Office

October 7, 2009

Legislative Affairs Committee

Following up on its meeting two weeks ago, the committee reviewed legislation to possibly support this year. All but one item are carryovers from last year. Patrick McCallum, our lobbyist, led the discussion. Below are the main proposals:

· Financial aid decentralization is supported by the CCC system, but the governor objects, with Democrats not fully supportive either. As things stand, the California Student Aid Commission will go out of business in the next few months, given the governor’s recent funding veto, so some agreement has to be reached soon. 

· An adjustment to trustee elections which would abolish by seat voting in favor of at large voting (all names on the same list, with the top three elected) is being considered. It’s expected, though, that by district advocates (that is, seven districts within LACCD), of whom there are many in the legislature from the Los Angeles area, will then start proposing their method. 

· A bill to ease restrictions on concurrent enrollment.

· A bill to pass-through costs for very large public record requests (as the Los Angeles Times has made for our bond program information in recent months). 

· Design Assist, another way in which to do public construction, may be recommended again this year. It failed last year due to some union opposition. Design Assist is similar to Design Build in that both are expedited processes that save time and money as compared to the traditional method (Design Bid Build). Its advantage over Design Build is that the architect is not subservient to the contractor. Board members expressed surprise to find that that was the case with Design Build.

A few other bills of a technical nature related to the bond program were discussed. 

McCallum also discussed some broad issues facing the CCC’s:

· Accreditation. He said there is talk now in Sacramento about setting up a California-only accrediting agency.

· Accountability. This springs partly from the Obama Initiative requirements for greater transfer numbers, as well as the need for Sacramento to justify a possible tax increase for education.

· Budget. He predicted a flat budget (-2% to 1% growth) in the next two years, if we’re lucky. This would still be a cut, in a way, given the number of students that will have to be turned away. He stressed the need to look at alternative funding sources, as well as flexibility in how we do business.

After further questions are answered, the Board will vote in late November or so on which proposals they want to endorse this year.

Committee of the Whole

Next up was a Committee of the Whole dedicated to a review of the bond program, which now has some thirty major projects underway. After two introductory videos, several issues were discussed. ADA compliance for all buildings should be achieved before 2012, according to Larry Eisenberg. Whole commissioning, that is, hiring someone to inspect buildings to be sure they’re fully operational, was the subject of lots of questions. Board members were surprised that this would be necessary, and asked what recourse we have for sloppy construction. Eisenberg argued that suing contractors is often more expensive than fixing the problems ourselves. Paying a commissioner is more cost effective, in his view, than the current system.

The breakdown between hard and soft costs was discussed at length. The industry average for public construction is 30% in soft costs (architects, consultants, and legal fees), according to Eisenberg, while our average is 22%. These figures got a bit confusing, however, as it wasn’t clear whether the 22% is a 2009 figure only or also an average over several years. Presumably, the 30% national average is an average figure over the life of a project. Chancellor Wieder suggested that this be clarified.

There was an extended exchange over the amount that we pay consultants. The Board learned that any given consultant is not only paid her salary, but the cost to the firm from which she is being retained for all related costs of employing her. This increases the cost of that person over two-fold, with a consultant being paid $100,000/year actually costing us over $200,000. Board members suggested that the “multiplier” rate be set at 2.0, lower than the current average of 2.3. Any firm that objects will have to stop doing work with us. This will be turned into a formal resolution for an upcoming board meeting.

Kelly Candaele asked whether we have too many consultants. That led Wieder to announce that an outside, objective review of the organization of the bond program would be conducted. Two firms have already been identified as possibilities. Its charge would be to assess all staffing needs, including the number of consultants.

Open Session

The session began with Sheriff Asst. Chief Cecil Rhambo presenting Kevin Brandon with Cadet of the Year honors. Kevin is an Iraq war veteran, the holder of numerous army awards, and a Dean’s List finance major at Pierce. Recognition also was given to the top cadet from each other college. Numerous sheriff deputies were in attendance.

Velma Butler made an impassioned statement, decrying the lack of due process in the transfer of a classified staff person from Harbor to Trade. Both college presidents were sharply criticized for their handling of the case. The Board had no response.

Five neighbors of West LA College followed, complaining about noise, access restrictions, street parking by students, and other issues. They insisted that the EIR adopted over four years ago was not being followed closely enough. Mark Rocha then presented a detailed rebuttal, supported by two staff members. He said that he had met with the neighbors 61 times in the last three and one-half years! The Board offered no comment, other than to urge dialogue to continue.

Jeff Hernandez and Steve Wardinski, East faculty leaders, asked the Board to allow their college greater access to its large balance (around $25 million) in order to cut fewer sections. (While the balance is considered East money, the college is not currently allowed to spend much of it, due to the budget crisis.) They pointed out the small number of counselors at East, relative to its size, and the need to cut Spring sections by some 20% to meet the district’s enrollment targets. Board members gave no response.

City’s Tammy Robinson, Chair of the English Dept., and Eric Peters, ASO dean, followed, discussing the complaint by the Journalism Dept. there against President Moore (see last report). Robinson accused them of “yellow journalism” and slander, and said Moore had not censored the paper. Peters talked about ways of restructuring the paper. Again, there was no Board response.

Nothing was reported out of Closed Session.

Sylvia Scott-Hayes and Georgia Mercer gave reports on the morning committee meetings (see above).

A Board resolution was passed, urging faculty and staff to do retirement planning.

Another resolution was passed, honoring EOPS on its 40th anniversary.  David Follosco, Acting VPSS at Pierce, introduced three student speakers, each of whom spoke glowingly of what EOPS had meant to them.

The Consent Calendar, with one item pulled out for a separate vote, was passed after the usual round of questions. One had to do with the District Office budget, and why we contracted out for some services (parking, security, et al). Mercer commended the faculty on the creation of numerous new programs and courses.

The item pulled was a renewal of Patrick McCallum’s lobbyist contract for three more years. He had been given only a one-year extension last year, rather than the five years that Chancellor Drummond had recommended. Sylvia Scott-Hayes argued that the position should be advertised again, given that McCallum has done it for several years (over ten). She said she wasn’t speaking against the quality of his work, but about the process. Wieder suggested that the Board add “measureables” to his contract. Ken Sherwood from City supported Scott-Hayes’s position, arguing that his pay was excessive. Without further discussion, the Board voted 5-2 to approve the contract, Scott-Hayes and Park dissenting. 

The two final items were a review of Mission College’s revised EIR Master Plan

and approval of East’s revised Mission Statement.

Comment

The announcement of an outside review of the bond program is very welcome news. There were indications that the Board was going to do this several months ago, but little has been said about it since early summer, and I’d frankly assumed that it was off. We have to get a handle on the number of consultants, what they do, and what they’re being paid. In Bond Steering and the Energy Oversight Committee we’ve been asking about this for several months now, and the answers remain puzzling in several cases. I’m very relieved to see the Board take this step.

McCallum was full of interesting news. A possible California-only accrediting agency is at the top of this list. I haven’t heard anything about this from the ASCCC, however.

How much he should be compensated, however, is a reasonable question. I’ve discussed his work with Carl over the last few years, and he argues that it’s of a high caliber and that he’s a respected advocate for us. Others are not so sure.

I don’t know why we heard from City faculty again regarding the Journalism story. There seems to be a continuing disagreement there over how the department is being treated. I’ll ask Ken for more information.

The EOPS students were each quite impressive. One was a foster child and homeless in recent years, and Valley’s EOPS really helped turn his life around. Another, a single mom from Southwest, is now heading to the University of

Pennsylvania for graduate work.

Meanwhile, one of the complaints by the West neighbors was that the back-up beeper noises weren’t being monitored adequately. Hmm...

David

