
Growth Management Committee Meeting
March 22nd, 9:30-11:30am

Clatsop Community College
Participants:  Chuck Clemans, Greg Hamann, Judith Hansen, Jim Huckestein, Cam Preus-Braly, Preston Pulliams, Amanda Richards, Bob Silverman, Jim Sorenson, Joanne Truesdell
Visitors: Joe Johnson, Matt McCoy, Blaine Nisson, Craig Smith

I.  Reviewed and discussed goals

The goals agreed upon at previous meetings were: 
1) The policy should promote access for students and allow the State Board of Education to strategically prioritize enrollment investments.

2) The policy should encourage growth.

3) The policy should prevent growth of one or a few institutions from having an unreasonable negative impact on other institutions.
The committee agreed goals 2 and 3 reflect the committee’s intent.  However, several members have reservations about goal 1.  They felt strategic enrollment investments should happen outside this policy and including the language would be confusing.  Since not all members were present at the meeting, no decision was made about changing the goal.
Action Item:  Please provide comments on the text of goal 1.

II.  Review of spreadsheet results

The committee reviewed and discussed three examples of spreadsheet runs using the proportion approach discussed at the last meeting.  The three examples were:

· 2% increase in the CCSF each biennium, 75/25 split of new funds, buffered FTE without lag year (50/30/20), funds split unevenly across the biennium
· 5% decrease in the CCSF each biennium, 75/25 split of new funds, buffered FTE without lag year (50/30/20), funds split unevenly across the biennium

· 10% increase in the CCSF each biennium, 60/40 split of new funds, buffered FTE without lag year (50/30/20), funds split evenly across the biennium
III.  Issues agreed upon:
1. Committee members agreed to continue concentrating on the proportion approach as the potential growth policy.  Several questions need to be addressed to ensure the approach is effective, feasible, and can be incorporated into the current distribution formula without creating unintended negative consequences.

2. Committee members agreed that some form of the proportion approach should be applied if resources decline.  The initial proposal had the proportion approach implemented only if we have at least $1 more in total public resources. However, the committee discussed the implications of using that proposal:  

· Under increasing resources, both the value of an FTE and enrollment would increase
· Under declining resources, the value of an FTE would decline but the there would be no change in the number of FTE.

The implicit message is that colleges could serve the same number of FTE for less money.  In addition, the committee also wants to be able to calculate the number of unfunded FTE.  That can be easily done if resources increase, but not if resources decline (and colleges continue serving the same FTE with fewer resources).

More discussion will need to happen around exactly how to implement this, what the political implications might be, etc.
IV.  Issues for further discussion:

1. When are colleges paid for growth?  Are funds available initially to support growth or are colleges paid for growth that has already happened?  How does this affect payments within the biennium?

2. When is new growth included in the formula?

3. What is the appropriate proportion?  Is it always the same?  Discussed possibility of a threshold that would need to be met prior to implementing; possibility of indexing proportion to other factors (such as changes in resources, amount of unfunded FTE, etc.)?

4. Will the committee recommend changing the approach to buffering FTE?  Discussion is needed among the presidents prior to making a recommendation to the SBE.

5. Is there a growth limit that no college can exceed, regardless if resources are available to fund the growth?

6. How will the CCSF be divided within a biennium?  (see “Issues to Discuss” memo for further detail)

7. How will unused growth funds be distributed?

8. How determine which colleges are funded for growth?  Is each college given opportunity to be funded up to the same percentage?  
a. Discussed whether basing growth funding on “address” is most appropriate.  Will other factors be considered, such as population, need, etc.?

9. Timeline: Originally the committee intended to have a policy to recommend to the Board in March.  This was driven by the belief that if enrollments started changing, the policy would need to be in place to help colleges begin planning for future budgets.  Since enrollment went down in 2004-05 and fall 2005 reports indicate FTE is fairly stable, the time pressure may not be as significant.  However, some members felt the policy should be completed and implemented during a time when it is not needed so we can view its effects and refine if needed.  CCWD will update the Board on the committee’s progress to-date at the April SBE meeting; however, no recommendations will be made.
V.  Next Steps:
1. CCWD will write up summary of meeting and send it out for review by the committee.  CCWD will then compile comments and make revisions to the summary and resend it to the committee.  Reminder: Please provide comments to Amanda by April 4th.
2. Amanda, Jim, and Lynda will convene a group of business officers to discuss the details of the remaining issues.  Two attendees volunteered their business managers, and CCWD will contact the chair of the Business Officers group to recruit additional participants.
3. The full committee will meet again (prior to the next Presidents Council if possible) to discuss the work of the business officers group.
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