
Thursday, June 9, 2011  
 
Dear President Lacy and Board Members: 
 
        We would like to thank you for adding class sections to the summer 2011 schedule.  However, many 
faculty members have asked us to convey their desire that you open even more sections, as originally 
planned in February of this year.  If this were done, the section offerings would still be only half of the 
summer 2010 offerings. 
 
        We hope to persuade you that returning to the original summer schedule would be not only the right 
thing to do for our students but also a prudent use of taxpayers’ money in fulfilling the mission of this college. 
 
        Let’s agree that the District must cut 1500 FTES in anticipation of a 10% workload reduction in funding 
from the State of California for the next fiscal year.  However, it looks increasingly likely that we may only 
have a 5% workload reduction (the so-called Scenario #1), given the positive budget outlook in the 
Governor's May budget revision.  However, we disagree with the District's decision to cut the summer 
session drastically and thus unduly harm students. Instead of cutting FTES by 10% for each of the summer, 
fall, and spring semesters, the District had chosen to reduce the summer session by 42%, whereas fall and 
spring are going to be cut by only 7% each.  This puts many students’ academic plans in jeopardy.  It also 
takes away an entire month’s worth of a faculty member’s salary. Adding 49 sections last week alleviated 
the problem slightly, but the cut in summer sections remains excessive.  It is still a 30% reduction compared 
to the original summer schedule as planned in February 2011. 
 
        We are asking for a return to that original summer schedule and estimate that the cost of doing so 
would be about $0.5m. 
 
        Why should the District spend the additional $0.5m?  There are two key reasons.  First of all, in the 
May revision the state budget outlook is positive with a 35% decline in deferrals, and there is a likelihood of 
a slight increase in fiscal 2012 revenues.  The second and more important reason is that the District can 
easily afford it: 
 

• As disclosed in the May 5, 2011 meeting of the Planning and Budget Committee meeting, the 
District is estimated to have saved $3 million in the fiscal year ending June 30, 2011. 

• With the resounding success of the early retirement incentive, the District stands to save about 
$1.5m (disclosed in the Planning & Budget meeting on May 5, 2011). 

• Over the last three years alone the District has transferred $13m from the General fund into the 
Capital outlay fund as savings. 

• In addition to this $13m in savings, the District has about $11.6m in reserves in the General Fund. 
 
        The District has approximately $3m in the Vintage Fund. We understand that these monies are 
restricted to fund student success, but we contend that nothing can be more important to student success 
than offering needed classes. 
 
        The sum of all these savings, even excluding the amount in the Vintage Fund, is $29.1 million ($3m + 
$1.5m + $13m + $11.6m).  In light of almost $30m in reserves (which amounts to a 35% reserve balance if 
the transfers of savings to capital outlay did not occur), cutting summer in such a disproportionate manner 
for a cost saving of about $0.5m is shortsighted and contrary to the mission of Cerritos College. 
 
        We hope that President Lacy and the Board of Trustees will seriously reconsider the decision to cut 
summer course offerings so drastically and disproportionately. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Dr. Solomon Namala, CCFF Treasurer and Dr. Ted Stolze, CCFF President 


