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Summary from the last meeting

The meeting began with a note to the DTF to review the summary of the last meeting.  

Update on January 1 guidance to Les and Don for the Legislature.  

Last year was the first year in 20 years we got a call from the Legislature to give a quick turnaround answer about seats.  We may be spending too much time on this item that has a low probability of recurring.  Tom suggested that we put this on the back burner, at least until the election.  Steve echoed this, noting that there is only a small chance we would get another such request.  The state is in a budget deficit so this is another unknown.  The DTF agreed to put this task on hold until necessary.

If such a situation arises in the meantime, the following people would be consulted: Steve Trotter, Walter Niemiec, Laura Coghlan, Steve Hunter and Tom Womeldorff.  

Math/Science NSF Grant, on our agenda for October 27

Don wants a recommendation from this group about applying for the NSF Math/Science Grant.  It involves faculty lines moving from grant-funded to college-funded in 4 years time.  It is an enrollment growth initiative as written. Tom has asked that we receive a proposal at our next meeting to review.  This will be a good test case for our criteria and evaluation process.  The grant could contribute to the shape of the undergraduate curriculum by having more math/science options.  Last year when the grant was discussed at a faculty meeting there were some concerns.  John McCann and Magda Costantino may be able to summarize these conversations, particularly those pertaining to curricular issues and faculty lines.  [Follow-up: It is unclear at this point if NSF will be asking for proposals again this year.  For that reason, we will delay this discussion until we have a better idea of the NSF timeline.]

Growth Numbers Presented to the Council of Presidents

Steve Hunter –  Enrollment Planning Document.  All public institutions are crafting a coordinated budget request around enrollment levels planned to 2010.  The document is very preliminary and has been distributed to a committee of provosts and enrollment directors among the institutions.  Both community colleges and 4-year institutions are combining efforts to put together a strong proposal to the Legislature.  Community colleges are putting together a proposal around providing additional access to students. This will put pressure on the 4-year institutions at the junior level in coming years.  

An important point to note is lower-division growth is planned in UW Tacoma/Bothell.  This represents a major change in their student composition to add lower division students. This in turn puts pressure on Evergreen. 

Evergreen’s reported growth plan in the document is consistent with what the demographics tell us is possible.  Our rate of growth is more modest that others.  WWU is the only other institution with similarly modest rates of growth. Note that we are only bound to the 05-07 numbers; beyond those years, the numbers can change.

This document is especially useful in seeing what other institutions are planning.  Some institutions are going after more aggressive enrollment rates with new programs.  Central and Eastern are overenrolled at 800-1000 students.  Lower and upper division numbers are broken out to see how 4-year schools work with the influx of community college graduates.  UW Tacoma is proposing to grow by 2200 students and represents further competition for Evergreen.  UW is sending a message that they are not growing in Seattle anymore – only in Tacoma and Bothell.  Cascadia CC and UW-Bothell are working well together in providing access to lower then upper division students, respectively.

Expected Pace of Growth

By only requesting 200 new seats in 05-07, we can handle this level of growth without making substantive changes.  We need to be aware in our conversations remain aware of the actual pace of enrollment growth. 

Update on Revenue/Costs Projections

More work needs to be completed.  Tom, Steve and Ralph will be working on a model for our review.

Discussion of why we can’t grow beyond 4,400 through business as usual

After discussion of various beliefs on campus about enrollment growth, we brainstormed about the possible perceptions we are likely to encounter from faculty/staff and students.  This list does not represent our beliefs or accurate conclusions, but rather existing perceptions and questions.
1 There is so much demand for seats that rates of participation will grow.  We can grow beyond 4,400 growing each existing area of the curriculum proportionately.

2 Why can’t we get to 5,000 generic students?  Can we increase Tacoma and E/W, Tribal?

3 The bottom-line question: what enrollment mix is needed to get the budget to pencil out?

4 Why can’t we get higher funding per student from the Legislature for our unique education?

5 What are the parameters affecting revenues/costs?

6 What factors affect our student demand?

7 Who are our competitors?  How does this affect our student demand?  (at all sites)

8 Is there a reason we are not growing more?  The students are there.  Are we just not recruiting enough? (marketing)

9 Are there enough programs that the students want?  (Retention)  Does our curriculum fit?  What other issues cause students to leave?

10 Perception:  People don’t see how competition and tuition increases have affected our student demand, flattening our projected growth curve.

11 We don’t want to add elements that will detract from our institutional mission.  We need to protect the core institutional values of the college

12 If we change things too much, it will cause the college to change and we may lose the students we have.  We must protect our niche for students.

To summarize these points, we need to communicate what we know about demand including the factors that push it up and down.  We should lay out a scenario of the cost/revenue implications for growth to 5,000.  Include in this the information from Don about “budget cuts” due to lack of funding from the Legislature and student demand issues.

Steve asked the group to summarize the rationale that we can grow to 5,000 without additional programs.   The response was that participation rates would be higher because demand for seats will be higher than it’s even been.  Students will come because there’s no other choice.  This is the predominant rationale: student demand is not a problem.

There was a decision to work the cost-revenue model and see what happens; then look at rates of participation if we need to.  

High Demand Moneys

Report from HD subgroup – Scott Coleman.  The group worked with legislative liaison, Eddie Harding, and became convinced that making a plan to go after high demand money is necessary.  If Evergreen received our “fair share” this would result in approximately 30 high demand students per year.   The group found that ‘high demand’ might be a malleable designation.  Our MPA Tribal program is a good example of how to propose a high demand area that fits with Evergreen.  

The subgroup brought the HECB publication, Allocation of High-demand Enrollments for 2004-05 for review by the DTF.  There are two pools of high demand money – one for community colleges and one for 4-year institutions.  The money is allocated by different agencies – the Community and Technical College Board and the HECB.  High demand requests are similar to a grant proposal.  Some interesting notes about the publication is that it states that collaboration between a public institution and a private college is eligible for high demand money, but no proposal has ever been made. High demand money going directly to private colleges was passed by the legislature, but vetoed by the governor.  Depending on the election, the money available may change.  An idea was raised to begin a link with a community college – each would make a proposal.  Discussion of tribal MPA program followed including how it began and consequently received high demand money after it’s creation.  

Piece of homework – what’s our history of high demand applications and what got funded.  

Andy Brabban reported back on his initial work on the cost of educating students.  His preliminary work seems to indicate in almost every area, students basically cost the same.  Certain areas such as media, theater, and science are higher cost.  D to I is one of the cheapest programs to run.  Field trips and international trips add a great deal of cost.  (The college no longer subsidizes international study.)  Andy said his findings were preliminary and needed more refinement.  There was some disagreement in the room about how to accurately reflect the cost of educating students in different parts of our curriculum.

Any high demand money needs a complete analysis of financial implications.  We shouldn’t eliminate areas because we think they’re too costly.  In the process of going after high demand we can also get equipment costs.  There was a concern raised that we remember not to mix up funding with the capital budget, which can only be used for building.  Although at certain times (remodeling) we could use the curricular structure to help determine what the remodel looks like and is used for.

The outcome of the subgroup’s work is that it is a reasonable scenario to consider HD money as an option for growth. (In fact, we already have partnerships with community colleges that might qualify for HD money.)   We can get another source to look at a cost analysis to find out if any particular HD recommendation is reasonable.  We need to be able to compare the cost of HD students to “regular” students.

Additional Student Demand Information: “Students Deciding Not to Attend Evergreen, Fall 2003”

An Executive summary of the report was handed out along with highlight information from Chris Ciancetta.  The information that was especially interesting pointed to differences between resident and non-resident students.  DTF members should review the documents along with other student demand information.  The report also points to how significant increases in nonresident tuition have seriously affected student decisions to attend (i.e., many nonresidents are choosing not to attend based on cost).  

Call for Proposals, criteria for judging proposals, rating sheet

Report back from Susan Preciso including review of a draft document.  Questions on the draft were critiqued by the DTF and suggestions for changes proposed.  There was a suggestion to provide interested community members with an information packet to precede calls for proposals.  Growth in past has been individual and entrepreneurial.  We need to educate people so that they can use their good thinking and creative energy to form a good proposal.  Call for proposals will be part of, but not the only method, of considering options.  People on the DTF may also put forth a proposal.

A discussion followed about the role retention plays in proposing programs that will both attract new students and fill an unmet need for current students.

The subgroup will use the discussion and suggestions to draft another version for the call for proposals.

Consulting with the faculty (Faculty Meeting, October 20, 2004 5-7 minutes with handout(?) and 5-7 minutes for questions.)

Alice reported on progress with agenda committee.  Thus far, the only communication back from the agenda committee has been through Tom.  Tom and Don Bantz are slated to talk at the faculty meeting, but Tom’s recommendation is that Alice and Jeanne give the update about DTF progress.  The agenda committee will inform the DTF about time at the faculty retreat for an enrollment growth report.  This first report at the faculty meeting will provide an opportunity for updating the faculty and taking questions for future answering.  A concern was raised that there is not enough time to answer questions.    

Consulting with students and adding a student to the DTF.

Tom has no additional information about adding students to the DTF or getting student feedback.  If members know students who are interested in the work, they should contact Tom immediately.

Consulting with staff.  Developing the question(s).
Anna sent an email about the subgroup’s progress and outlined the schedule for working with staff members.  See the email for more details.  

Subgroup Tasks 

High Demand/Andy - clarify if HD money includes equipment costs.

Proposals –continue to revise call for proposals

Alice and Jeanne – continue to work with agenda committee

Tom – continue to work on getting another student on the DTF

Steve and Tom – Work on revenue/cost demand analysis (Anna, Jim and Ralph will work with Tom and Steve on the model and scenarios)

Anna – subgroup continue to work on soliciting staff input

