Growth Policy
Business Officers Subcommittee Meeting

June 2, 2006, 10am-12pm

Linn-Benton Community College
Participants:  Stan Barker, Wing-Kit Chung, Greg Hamann, Jim Huckestein, Julie Huckestein, Amanda Richards, Lynda Warren
I. Discussion
· Reviewed discussion during 5/5 meeting.  
· Jim Huckestein distributed a graph of $ per FTE over the past years.  Resources per FTE have remained stable during that time.
· Question: based on that, is there sufficient protection already built into the 3-year weighted average with the lag?  
· If growth is dependent upon money in the system, then more money in the system would lead to growth.  Less money, less growth.
· Colleges wait too long to receive funds; 3-year weighted average with a lag year is too long to wait to fund growth.  Too much protectionism, not enough encouragement for growth.  Need more nimble approach to funding growth.
· Should the limit be on individual institutional growth, regardless of system growth or decline, or should we be looking at the amount of non-base TPR per FTE?
1. Agreed that most colleges are concerned about the latter.
· The kind of growth we’re talking about is actual, past growth, not prospective.
· Talking about formula FTE, not actual.  Does not work with current formula to use different definitions of FTE.
· Reviewed scenarios requested at 5/5 meeting.  
1. 10% increase in CCSF, steady growth in resources across biennium (not split half each year), no lag year for FTE rolling average.  Non-base $/per FTE increase every year.
2. 10% increase in CCSF, steady growth in resources across biennium (not split half each year, FTE rolling average as is with lag year, PCC grows 5% in FTE each year for 3 years.  Non-base $/per FTE increase every year by at least 2.5%.
3. 10% increase in CCSF, steady growth in resources across biennium (not split half each year, no lag year for FTE rolling average, PCC grows 5% in FTE each year for 3 years.  Non-base $/per FTE increase every year by at least 3%.
· Difference in non-base TPR/FTE between scenarios 1 and 2 when looking at the 2010-11 year:  $119.  
· Difference in non-base TPR/FTE between scenarios 2 and 3 when looking at the 2010-11 year:  $34

· Difference in non-base TPR/FTE between scenarios 1 and 3 when looking at the 2010-11 year:  $153.  

· Original approach discussed was proportion:  x% to COLA and y% to growth.

· Can we capture the desire to protect $/FTE and simplify?  Alternate approach could be:

1. In years of stable or increasing resources:  Set minimum non-base $/FTE.  Fund all growth across system up to the point where funding any more growth would cause us to go below the minimum non-base $/FTE.  Any growth beyond that level would be “unfunded” proportionally across colleges.

2. In years of declining resources:  Set non-base $/FTE.  Any FTE beyond the level that would decrease the non-base $/FTE would be identified as “unfunded” FTE.

3. Would require a standard index be created so that setting the minimum non-base $/FTE amount is not discussed each year.

II. Preliminary Agreements (Straw Polls)
· Accelerating movement of FTE into the formula:

1. remove lag year:  everyone except Lynda supports at this time; Lynda supports conceptually
2. accelerate proportion (i.e., from 40/30/30 to 50/30/20):  business officers do not support – concern is that it is too much at one time; Greg supports

· Steady growth of CCSF across biennium (no longer split 50/50 across years):  business officers support at this time; Greg withholding judgment, although he advocated for this idea in his role as a business officer at another college.

· Alternate approach of setting minimum non-base $/FTE amount:  most support conceptually.  Julie (Chemeketa) said her college isn’t interested in limiting growth.  Questions about how to index so that it is standard; how to “unfund” when growth exceeds what’s allowable under the minimum non-base $/FTE.

III.  Next Steps
· Business officers will talk to respective college presidents about discussion thus far
· Meet again to talk about indexing approach and how to approach “unfunding” excessive growth...  Please come to the next meeting with ideas.
· Prepare recommendations for larger committee.  Cam and Amanda will find a date for the larger committee to meet so the business officers’ group can present recommendations.
· Next meeting:  Friday, June 23rd at LBCC from 10-12.
PAGE  
2

