Enrollment Growth DTF

September 22, 2004

Meeting minutes – Chris Ciancetta’s draft
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Tom welcomed everyone back.  The group reviewed summaries of summer meetings and the memo that went out by email.  There were concerns communicated to the DTF members that the memo wasn’t very reassuring in terms of consultation or in terms of being explicit about staffing issues or “just adding students”.  

Other language in the memo that made some people anxious included a section about decision-making authority.  In addition, the January 1 timeline seemed very short for faculty to become involved.  We do want to respond to the concerns of faculty and staff.  There was a comment that the concerns that are being raised are more about what’s already present more than about errors in the memo.  

Tom commented that we should be clear that only guidelines are due January 1.  In effect, we have two timelines we are working with.  We need to make transparent the kinds of requests we get from the legislature in January and we also need long-range plans.  The deeper message needs to include why these two timelines are necessary for the financial health of the College.

Tom recommended that we have at least three DTF members who really pay attention to the three corresponding groups on campus: faculty, staff, students.  In this way we may be more methodical about getting feedback from the community.  

Tom turned attention to the reports on Enrollment Trends and Student Demand.  Jim Beaver and Anna Kircher will work on posting information on the web.  Tom solicited email feedback from group on these reports.  

There was a comment that we need to explain why we can’t just keep what we’re doing.  The information we distribute must be clear and understandable.    

Another perspective voiced is that there is an argument that students leave because we need to do what we’re doing better – anthropology, photography, etc.  Perhaps the documents we reviewed this summer actually point to a need to pursue other avenues.

A discussion of budget projections followed outlining various scenarios: high demand students, out-of-state students.  Explanation of high demand student costs and revenue is needed.  Further discussion on finances included how the legislature funds higher education.  For example, with 100 new funded students, we receive $540,000 from the legislature.  Over-enrolled students are not funded by the state, but through this practice, we offset the drop in non-resident students.  

A question was raised about a potential shift in our planning.  Are we being explicit about linking the growth issue to the financial issue?  Will this take off the table looking at the undergraduate liberal arts curriculum?  Forecasts may not be correct and our long-range goals need to address what’s sustainable for us, rather than responding to specific directions from the legislature.

Responses to this question included that at 5,000 students we need to be very clear about what trade-offs are present.  What scenarios are we protecting and what are we compromising. We have to think not only about what we want to teach, we also need to think about associated costs to growth.  

A fiscal conversation related to growth followed.  The high demand list, for example, can be a response to the areas we want to grow in and are good at doing, as well as bringing in additional money to the College.  Another comment was that there was a tremendous shift after Don came in about fiscal realities.  We may present specific budget outlines and corresponding growth scenarios.  In framing these scenarios we need to be sure that they are easily understood in a wide audience.  

Discussion followed about high demand areas.  High demand fields may change every biennium as they are driven primarily by business needs.  We may identify if there are certain ones that could fit within an undergraduate liberal arts degree rather than adding new programs that are not a good fit.  

A question was raised about how the state decides which student is the high demand student?  The Tribal MPA program is an example.  We grew in an area that we wanted to grow in that is consistent with our core.  However, we must now demonstrate that this is a high demand area by recruiting a full cohort of students.  If we don’t reach our enrollment target, we won’t receive funding at high demand rates.

Another financial discussion followed about our base budget. We must enroll our target from the state in order to get the whole amount.  With fewer students, we receive less money.  With more students, we receive the same money.  With high demand students, we do receive more money and this is added onto the base.  This concept of adding onto the base should be clearly explained t the campus community.  Discussion of presenting this at a faculty meeting followed.

A suggestion of communicating with the campus community was offered as follows:

Step 1 – address early “why is it that we can’t do what we are currently doing to reach 5,000?”  

Step 2 – present a “portfolio” of growth scenarios and corresponding fiscal realities.

Tom shifted the discussion to moving forward in giving ourselves assignments:

· Budget revenue forecasts  - Steve, Tom, Ralph

· Development of proposal criteria and schedule – Susan A., Susan P., Kristina, Jenna  (note: a first brainstorm with Steve & Tom included

·  Student demand, 

· State & Leg, 

· Core values, 

· Budget – possibly move this one to a second step with  2 types of proposals? – areas of curriculum  and changing ways of doing things 


· Development of schedule – community involvement & community liaisons with Students/Faculty/Staff – CPJ article (Peter), Agenda committee liaison (Alice)

- Peter, Phyllis, Julie, Jim, Steve, Anna, Alice, Jeanne 

· High Demand Process – Scott , Andy, Tyrus

· Website – Jim/Anna documents on web prior to meetings, Edit Documents – Anna

· Student DTF members - Tom/Phyllis/Peter will work on recruiting other students to be on the DTF

Upcoming Meetings

First faculty meeting October 6

Enrollment Growth - next meeting Oct 13.  

Second faculty meeting October 20 – target date for presenting information to faculty.  Staff & students target dates?

Faculty meeting presentation format:  Tom suggested a 20 minute presentation with some small group discussion and questions for a 1 hour total time slot.  

Faculty retreat: 2 hours presentation/discussion time  

Management retreat meeting?  

To Do for each subgroup:

Prepare for our next meeting on 13th:

Presentation information for the faculty meeting, retreat and student/staff meetings.  

