EL CAMINO COLLEGE

Planning & Budgeting Committee

Minutes 

January 6, 2005

MEMBERS PRESENT

David Vakil, Chair


Cheryl Shenefield

Harold Tyler



Melissa, Smith, ASO

Lance Widman


Dawn Reid


OTHERS ATTENDING

Patricia Caldwell – Staff Support
Pam Fees – Staff Support

Julia Stewart – Academic Senate
Arvid Spor – Staff Support

Guests – James Schwartz, Barbara Perez, Bobbi Villalobos

Handouts:

1. Health Center (James Schwartz)

2. Why Conduct a Program Review (Barbara Perez)

3. CCC Basic Skills Funding (Pam Fees)

David Vakil called the meeting to order at 1:10 pm.

Approval of Minutes

The Minutes of December 2, 2004 and December 16, 2004 were approved as presented. 

Non-Agenda Items 

Item #1 – Proposed Health Center Fee Increase

Pat Caldwell stated that the Vice Presidents are considering recommending to President Fallo an increase of the Student Health Fee from $10 to $13, which is the maximum allowed.  The Associated Students Organization (ASO) is in support of this fee increase to offset the loss of income to the Health Center that has resulted from the increase in the number of students that are eligible for fee waivers.  Students are not charged a Health Fee when they are eligible for a fee waiver.  However, the student still has full access to the Health Center.  

James Schwartz distributed a handout regarding the current health fee revenue, expenses and reserves. The table reflects the benefit of raising the fee from $10 to $13 per student for the Fall/Spring semesters.  If we are able to increase the fee, it would prevent the Health Center from having to further decrease services to students.  The current hours of operation would not be increased as a result of this increase in student fee.  The Vice Presidents are asking for suggestions for ways to generate additional income so the hours of operation can be increased.  For many of the students, the Health Center is the only source of health care. 

Discussion Points:   

Because evening students also pay the health fee, they should have the opportunity to use the services of the health Center as well.  

The faculty is in support of the fee increase to keep the Health Center open, especially in regards to the Chemistry Labs, etc.  It is imperative that the Health Center be open to treat burn, etc. that might occur in the labs.

We do receive some money from the Chancellor’s office to help with the Health Center expenses.  There is some difference in the interpretation of the law regarding the fees that make it beneficial to us to increase this fee.

The Health Center is not open during the Winter or Summer sessions as funds are not available to keep it open.  The $3 fee increase per semester for the health fee would only be charged in the Fall and Spring semesters.

A portion of the reimbursement we get from the state for fee waivers has been lower than it should have been because we only charged $10 instead of the $13 allowed fee.  These reimbursements have also been targeted for future permanent cuts.  The reimbursement fee is temporarily unfunded.  

We could charge a $13 health fee for Winter/Summer.  However, the entire project would have to be looked at to see if indeed that would generate enough revenue to effectively keep the Health Center open during those sessions.

We are the only school that charges $10.  Most others charge the maximum $13 and the fee for the Winter/Summer sessions as well.

It was not determined if Distance Education students pay the Health Fee at this time.  

The “night student” issue still needs to be addressed.  This does not solve the problem of providing adequate services to the evening/weekend students.

MOTION:  It was moved by Lance Widman, seconded by Harold Tyler that the Health Fee be increased to $13 per student for the Fall and Spring semesters, beginning Fall 2005.  The motion passed unanimously.   

MOTION:  It was moved by Lance Widman, seconded by Harold Tyler that President Fallo and the Cabinet consider instituting the health fee for the Winter and Summer sessions.  The motion passed unanimously.

Dr. Schwartz expressed appreciation to the PBC for their support of the health fee increase for the Fall and Spring Semesters and their support of the fee being charged for the Winter and Summer sessions as well.  

Item #2 – Proposed $1.00 Charge for Printed Schedule of Classes

Because there is a lot of waste and the cost is expensive for the printing of the Class Schedules, the Vice Presidents are recommending that students be charged $1 for Class Schedules.  Class Schedules would be sold in the Bookstore.  Students would still have the privilege of also obtaining the schedule on-line.  Other colleges are using the on-line process also.

Discussion Points:  

How much does it cost on average to print the schedules?  No one knew an approximate cost.

Students can always buy a schedule and share it with their friends.  

Schedules used for recruitment purposes would still be made available free of charge.

Another possibility of making sure that the schedules are available for the public is to sell them at 7-11’s in the area for $1.00 also.

MOTION:  It was moved by Lance Widman, seconded by Cheryl Shenefield to accept the recommendation that $1.00 be charged for Class Schedules.  The motion passed unanimously.   

Program Review Academic Affairs  – Barbara Perez 

Barbara Perez distributed a handout to the committee “Why Conduct a Program Review” for their review.  She stated that inasmuch as she helped set up the pilot model for Program Review, Academic Affairs has used the same model as SCA for their program review.  This model was chosen because they could accomplish the Program Review without the need for a research department, which is not available at this time.  This model can be expanded when a fully funded research department is available. She further stated the philosophy for program review is:  Where are you now?  Where would you like to be?  How will you get there?

The following information is currently available:

1. Course fill rates

2. Student schedules

3. Retention numbers (Mike Wilson does a portion of pulling these figures together.)

4. Curriculum

5. Courses we haven’t been offering

6. Courses we should be offering

7. Review prerequisites

8. Articulation

This information would be reviewed for six years per the current cycle we are using.

Instructors should look at common course numberings and attempt to think about Student Learning Outcomes, learning methods, and assessments.  Instructors should develop recommendations that they could work on, including:

Support:
1.  What do they currently use.  

2. What could they use if available.

3. Make recommendations.

Facilities and
1. Are the facilities and equipment currently functional?

Equipment:
2. What would make it better?



3. Make recommendations.

Staffing:
1. In the 3-5 year staffing plan, where are they now?



2. Where will they be 3-5 years from now?



3. Recommendations?

Planning:
1. Where is the program headed?



2. Where is the discipline headed?



3. How do they merge the two of these together?

Barbara Perez plans to assemble the original committee to review these items again and come up with new recommendations.

Things to do now:

Identify the next set of people who will conduct program reviews.  This group needs to meet in the spring (now) so they can hit the ground running in the fall. This year only two of nine surveys were completed by the fall.  ESL and Dance were the only two that were completed.  Teachers Ed did one, but not as completely.  The pilot courses that were initially used were:  Real Estate, Child Development, Dance, ESL, Teachers Education, and Math.  This year an additional nine (9) will be used.

The plan is to get more faculty involved in the process.  If the process is too convoluted, the program review will not be done.  There are no incentives for faculty to complete program review, neither a reward for getting it done, or punishment for not doing it.  

Arvid Spor oversees the utilization of the data that is input into the Q-Builder for the SCA.  Barbara Perez oversees the data for Academic Affairs.

Pat Caldwell stated that when the new Planning Analyst position is funded and filled, this person will be responsible for this activity.  

Julia Stewart commended Barbara Perez for accomplishing this task in the midst of two physical moves and on-going construction.  

Discussion Points:  

It is imperative to avoid redundancy in the types of things that you ask the faculty to do.  Historically, Program Review was launched at the same time as P4E forms were sent to faculty.  There was a great deal of paperwork.

If the program review process is done every six (6) years, an updating feature should be included in the process.  

We have incorporated information from Program Review into the Accreditation Report.  A final Accreditation draft will go to Cabinet, College Council, and to the Board of Trustees in February.  All recommendations have been addressed. 

A Campus Coordinator needs to be selected so that program review information can be channeled to avoid diluting departments’ productivity due to the volume of reports that may have to be re-done several times.

Program Review should now go back to the Academic Senate for their review.  President Fallo and the Academic Senate will review a draft.  The original committee will review it, tweak it, and take it back to the Academic Senate for final approval of the model and to suggest timelines.  This was the pilot program, a model to follow.

The finalization of the Program Review does not have to meet the Accreditation Report deadline, which is due March 15, 2005. The next Academic Senate meeting is March 1, 2005.

Basic Skills – Pam Fees 

Pam Fees distributed “California Community College Basic Skills Funding” handout and provided the following overview.  

In addressing the question of “How can we maximize our revenue in Basic Skills” to the Chancellor’s Office Funding Department, the response was that in 1987 when it was determined that funding needed to be in place for students coming back to college without basic skills, funding was made available for up to 30 units in Basic Skills courses, Credit or Not-for-Credit courses defined by the “Definition of Basic Skills”.  We use these criteria as the courses are developed for our schedules and offerings, apply the 320 criteria along with the coding that goes along with these courses, and then run a report on these courses.  

To be eligible for Basic Skills Supplemental funding, a district must generate basic skills FTES above its calculated Maintenance of Effort (MOE) level, and must have unfunded student workload (FTES) after General Apportionment.”

In 2003-04, our MOE was 6.23% above cap.  Our Basic Skills Courses MOE level was 1148.51.  We generated 1,080 FTES Basic Skills Courses.  This put us below the level.  Therefore, we did not receive Supplemental Basic Skills funding because we generated less than our MOE level.  

During the 2004-05 year, we must exceed our MOE level of 1,190.53 in order to obtain Supplemental funding.

Discussion Points:  

It was determined that an ECC review of the coding for Basic Skills classes has not been done for some time.

Some colleges in the area offer different courses in non-credit/credit courses.  Some schools maximize their reports and exceed their cap.  Much of this need for basic skill classes has to do with the population skill-level of their students.  We have a lot of college-ready students here at ECC.  Some schools do not.  The course offerings have to be looked at.  We have a very high transfer rate. 

Now is the time to look at this for the 2005-06 course offerings.  We should take this to Cabinet for review.  This should be done at the same time as the TOPS Code recoding of courses and programs are being reviewed this year because the change could affect our Basic Skills funding.  

The Statewide Senate is advocating funding Basic Skills levels at the same level as other class funding.

If we make our MOE of 1,190.53, then we should receive Supplemental funding for the amount in excess of 1,190.53.

Because class sizes were reduced due to state budget cuts, Humanities would have a demand for Basic Skills classes that are not currently being met.  There is also a demand for Math to offer more classes.  In addition, Academic Strategies could count and they are not on the coding list at this time.

MOTION:  It was moved by Cheryl Shenefield, seconded by Lance Widman to accept the recommendation that an audit be conducted on the coding of the Basic Skills classes, to be done in tandem with the TOPS Code survey.  The motion passed unanimously.   

Planning and Budgeting Process – David Vakil

Due to the need to determine items to recommend, the next step in the process, and how recommendations are determined, it was agreed to add this item for discussion at the next scheduled meeting. 

Discussion Point:  

Pilot the matrix that was used in discussing the Health Fee increase.  Use it as a sample of how we moved this recommendation forward.

Agenda Development for January 20, 2005

1.  Approval of Minutes – January 6, 2005

2.  Conference Reports:  Governor’s Budget

3.  The Accreditation Draft

4.  Planning and Budgeting Process/Evaluation and Recommendations:  

     Where do we go from here?

5.  ECC Strategic Plan – Pat Caldwell will bring and present at the next meeting.  A  

     determination will be made as to how to disseminate the information.    

Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 2:35 p.m.

Note Taker:  Miriam Davis
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