Summary of meeting notes, June 17, 2004

(Chris Ciancetta’s draft)

Review of Charge – Les Purce

· Plan growth to 5,000 while

1. Securing the mission of the college

2. Securing the long-term financial stability of the College

3. Re-affirming our commitment to public education

Overview of summer objectives and dimensions of the charge

· Growth areas

· Modify current practices

· Protect “Core” (unintended consequences)

· Cost/revenue Analysis

· Student Demand

· Workload Implications

· Campus-wide consultation and buy-in

Discussion of how to involve all members of our community, particularly as regards methods connected to building consensus through communication.  Review the work of the Long-Range Curriculum DTF for these types of strategies. 

Discussion of modifying current practices, especially as regards students growth, faculty hiring and cost/revenue ramifications. Two issues that must be addressed are meeting student demand, possibly with a fixed curriculum and faculty hiring that supports this curriculum.  We also need to be mindful of unintended consequences of decisions, particularly those that compromise our core values. 

Scope of our work

· Add to the charge or suggest that others address areas in need

· Consider fixed costs and current shortfall in relation to building new programs

· Complete work by Spring ‘05

History of Enrollment Growth

· Growth plan to 5,000 has been present for 10 years.  Construction of SEM 2 means that plans must become a reality. 

· Growth to 4,400 could happen with current recruitment and increasing day-time programs. To reach 5,000 we must plan new programs.  

· Faculty hiring kept mostly in line with growth.  Growth in staff positions has been negligible.

· Decline in out-of-state students means we must over-enroll to meet budget.  

· Average enrollment per quarter is 23:1

Reaching 5,000 FTE (PowerPoint presentation)

· Why get to 5,000 when we can reach 4,400 without substantial changes?

We need growth, politically.

We have more leverage to fix current issues/problems

· Competition for students and growth primarily will be seen in in-state transfers. Freshmen on the whole are not attracted to Evergreen’s curriculum.

· Funding from the legislature will most likely reach only 4,600

Summary of meeting notes, June 18, 2004

(Chris Ciancetta’s draft)

Sources of Historical Enrollment Growth

The folklore at TESC has been that growth has been in evening/weekend studies.  The graph handout of growth shows that the primary sources of growth over the past 5 and 10 years have been in daytime programs. Other contributors are Master’s programs, Tribal and part-time studies programs.

Residency Mix

Our budget from the state assumes a 25% non-resident enrollment.  Headcount of non-residents dropped beginning in 00-01 to around 21%.  The majority of non-residents are freshmen.

Budget Implications of Enrollment Mix and Growth

Tuition revenue assumption:  22% of tuition is generation 50% of tuition dollars

Drop in non-residents is primarily in transfers; we must then recruit nonresident freshmen to make up numbers.  Our primary competitors are private, liberal arts colleges against which our financial aid package does not compare well.  We may need to hold out-of-state tuition stable to until we can catch up.

Limits and promises of our work

Solutions should span time frames: short, medium and long while providing a vision for growth to 5,000.  Proposals for growth should all be considered through a feasibility checklist to determine who would implement programs, what are related costs, and who will be affected. 

TO DO LIST

· Steve and Tom will ask Les/Don for clarification about decision-making and what we are being tasked

· Send out information to the campus after July 2 about our progress.

· Obtain more information on student demand re:

1. Demand from current students

2. As defined by the legislature

3. Untapped demand from students who don’t come to TESC, e.g., teacher prep and business

4. How student demand is measured

· Draft memo for campus that details how we will consider growth proposals. For each proposal we will consider 

· Workload, physical space, equipment, staffing, others?

· Overview of funding other than state/tuition monies

· Tom will talk to Don about revisiting the 20-credit overload issue in terms of money, pedagogy and staff/faculty support

· Information on how often students go back and forth between full-time and part-time studies

