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LAS POSITAS COLLEGE

ENROLLMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

AUGUST 27, 2004

APPROVED Minutes
Attendees: Kevin Ankoviak (Member), Neal Ely (Member), Karen Halliday, Judy Hanson, Ralph Kindred, Bob Kratochvil; Pamela Luster (Member), Amber Machamer, Stuart McElderry (Member/Chair), Philip Manwell, Sylvia Rodriguez (Member), Michael Sato (Member), Birgitte Ryslinge, Angela VenJohn (Member)

Absent: Dale Boercker, Donald Milanese (Member)

I. Call to Order: 1:07 p.m. by Dr. McElderry

II. Approval of Minutes: Dr. Manwell moved to receive and accept the Minutes of the August 20, 2004, meeting; correction to roster to indicate that Dr. Machamer and Ms. Rodriguez were absent.

III. FTES Update (Chart Update by Don Milanese; comments by Karen Halliday): As updated, the numbers are correct (LPC FTES target 5830); however, because LPC had to borrow 10 FTES from Summer 2004 to make goalet for 2003-04, it is necessary to “correct” the target 5830 upward to 5850 in order to make up the amount borrowed (10 FTES has to be doubled to “20” in order to make up). District has assigned 199 FTES to LPC and 99 FTES to Chabot for growth in 04-05. Dr. Carlson feels that Chabot cannot make up the 99 FTES because of the amount it had to borrow from Summer 2004 to make its goal for 03-04, and if LPC chooses to work toward more than 5850, the “money will follow.”
IV. WSCH “Numbers” Review:  Reviewing the added College WSCH totals for the years 2002-03 and 2003-04, the committee discussed possible reasons for the sharp decline in Spring 2004. Suggested were: corrections to historical data discrepancies; lack of an accurate baseline/benchmark; “we’re getting to a better sense of how productive we are.” 
V. WSCH Targets for Spring 2005: Dr. McElderry presented a summary of discipline WSCH data for past spring semesters and reviewed proposed methodology for discipline target setting for Spring 2005. Initially, it had been thought that no discipline could be singled out or targeted for exceedingly high standards without setting high goals for the entire College. Because the Committee continues to hold to that opinion and because the Spring 2005 scheduling will begin in, basically, two weeks, it was proposed that a 2% increase in WSCH over Spring 2004 would be a reasonable target that would require “underproducing” disciplines to increase their discipline target by 2% and the rest “to achieve at least what they did in Spring 2004.” 
A lengthy committee discussion on data, strategies, and target setting followed. Looking at the data summary for the last three Spring Semesters, it is apparent that there are declines or “data not gone up” even with sections added in some disciplines—LPC strategy was primarily to add distance education sections or use large enrollment sections to increase productivity. Dean Kindred recommended that an attempt be made to determine how effective the strategies selected by Chabot had been, e.g., shadow sections. 

Ms. Halliday reminded that non-credit use needs to be strategized, i.e., ”if we were exceeding our growth, we would not want a high percentage of non-credit, but if we need to grow, it would be better to have non-credit than not.”

Ms. Ryslinge theorized that in the case of under producing disciplines, a 2% increase might not be possible, and institutionally, a 2% increase overall might have little or no impact. A look should be taken at the “bottom line” to see where it would be best to establish targets for separate disciplines and where it would be best to work by cluster.

Dr. Ely expressed his concern that in stipulating an “across the board” 2% increase for all disciplines would take the discretionary decision-making away from the discipline faculty and the divisions and would not be sensitive to discipline issues. This, Dr. Ely said, is not really “managing” and does not support the approach, which had been presented as the point of doing the “Mini” Program Reviews. He recommended that divisions make the more obvious decisions first and work on the more difficult ones for later implementation.

Dr. Manwell noted that setting discipline targets may work favorably in some cases, but the purpose of establishing discipline clusters was to acknowledge that in other instances, decisions would be more appropriately made through the balancing of courses throughout the cluster of discipline courses.

The issue was raised that some disciplines are already “high” and might elect not to attempt to increase their productivity unless discipline targets were set “across the board.”  Ms.Halliday said she hoped that all disciplines would be aware that the College must work toward growth in order to maintain the funding base. 

Consensus was that the summary numbers would be presented to faculty at the September 1, 2004, Town Meeting. However, the CEMC will work toward establishing discipline and/or cluster targets toward the recommended increased goal for Fall 2005. For Spring 2005 the College goal will be “to do at least as well in 04-05 as in 03-04, and, if possible, better.”  No discipline will be singled out unless all disciplines receive specific goals. 

Ms. Halliday re-emphasized that the bond pays only for buildings and does not provide other types of needed funding. The target must be “at least” what was done in Spring 2004 and the College must pull together to grow to maintain its base.  

VI. Spring 2005 Schedule: Deans will work, at the Division level, with those disciplines that need to increase, beginning now as Spring scheduling begins. They will watch the enrollments as the semester progresses and decide how to increase productivity for Spring.
VII. Setting Targets for Fall 2005: Target setting will begin right away to establish targets specifically and not across the board. Dr. McElderry will write a memo to all faculty to explain that they must, as a College, increase productivity effort. Ms. Halliday recommended that the memo be written carefully to “help the faculty understand the broader issues.”  
VIII. September 1, 2004 Town Meeting: Dr. McElderry will briefly explain and place the numbers and need to grow in context, explaining that the assistance of all faculty is needed to help the College and District grow and that the targets must be set proactively.
IX. Faculty CEMC Members will meet “in between” CEMC meeting dates and will report their progress to the committee of the whole.
X. Action Item: Ms. Boercker to send a draft of her list to the Deans for review.
XI. Presenting Enrollment Management to the College: Dr. McElderry suggested a presentation once a year, possibly during Convocation Week. Ms. Halliday thought it would not be appropriate as part of Convocation Day meetings, but perhaps at the College on the following day.
XII. Adjournment: 2:15 p.m.
Recording Secretary: Martha Konrad
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