

    


EL CAMINO COLLEGE


Planning & Budgeting Committee

Minutes

October 5, 2006
MEMBERS PRESENT
__x__David Vakil, Co-Chair



__x__Arvid Spor, Co-Chair
__x__Miriam Alario




__x__Harold Tyler
_____Thomas Jackson



__x__Lance Widman
__x__Susan Taylor




_____Kelvin Lee
_____Dawn Reid




__x_Cheryl Shenefield
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Francisco Arce, Janice Ely, Irene Graff, Ken Key, Jeff Marsee, Teresa Palos, Marcy Wade, Dave Westberg  
Handouts:  
· Performance Indictors and College Budgeting Integrating Student Profile and Performance Research in Resource Allocation
· Headcount by Demographic and Enrollment Characteristics
· College and Student Performance Indicators - ECC
The meeting was called to order at 1:05 p.m. by David Vakil.

Approval of Minutes
The minutes of Sept. 28 were approved.
Retention & Success Indicators:  The handouts were reviewed.   Noted:
1. An environmental scan is in the works.  
2. Pre college abilities are important indicators of how students will do in classes.  
3. Accuplacer scores would start the journey in tracking student success from beginning to end.    
4. There is an element missing when students change their goals and it doesn’t get recorded on official records.  
5. A period of four to five years is needed to see significant improvement from program changes.   In that case, interim indicators like student surveys, focus group questions, etc. are needed.  

6. Students who attend community colleges generally don’t take SATs, ACTs, etc.  

7. Retention and success data will be added to the Web site.   

What should PBC do?

1. Develop success indicators for budget requests brought to PBC.  Indicators are needed to help make informed decisions. 

2. Identify weak areas to shore up and ways to strengthen strong areas.   Program review is a time consuming process.  When will members have time to review which programs are doing well and which ones aren’t? 
3. Do a re-evaluation after the program.  Should this be part of program review?  
4. There should be review processes to make sure the numbers are correct.  
5. Most of Irene’s indicators are starting points.  Drill down will be required to identify areas to focus on.  Core indicators are a good starting point.  
6. What about mandated indicators?  A handout on system wide indicators was shared with the group.  The first mandated report will be in the spring of 2007.  ITS submits the data, and the State does the System Wide Indicators Report.
7. Each VP area will have a program review committee.  
8. Success and retention rates are on the Web site, down to course level; however, the committee needs something to compare them to.  Irene will bring the report to the next meeting.  
9. Does the PBC want to recommend hiring another researcher for the intensively data driven path the committee seems to want to travel?  Without additional help in this area, the PBC’s efforts will be impeded.   The reasons for the request and how it affects the planning process should be included in the request.  Irene will bring information supporting the need for more research staff to the next meeting.  It was suggested that the unmet needs should be presented, along with how they could be met with additional research capability.  
10. The use of indicators that would help us profile the successful (or unsuccessful) student was suggested.  There are already some cohorts groups on campus that do their own internal data and independent tracking.  If the cohort programs are expanded, how would it affect the general population?    
11. Literature review can show what other institutions have done successfully.   Plugging into the best practices programs was suggested.
12. Irene will provide a review of data already gathered with regard to retention for the next meeting.  
13. Is anyone gathering data on recruiting efforts (evaluating the effectiveness of ads, etc.)?  Ann Garten says it can’t be done.   It was suggested that “How did you hear about ECC?” and other questions could be asked on the ECC application.   The need for data driven recruitment and retention was stressed.     
Non Agenda Items
· Susan Taylor:  Where in the budget has the money for the faculty salary increase (6%) gone?   Answer:  The salary increase will be based on actual reported FTES for last year (18,086).  As a result, there will not be a salary increase this year – per the formula.   $2.5 million is in inter program services.  Energy and other costs went up.  Some went into reserves.  
· In the past, Pam Fees went over the first 20 pages of the budget and explained the changes. The committee didn’t have that discussion this year and didn’t get to vote on it or approve it.   
· Jeff has a schedule that shows the differences, and he will provide copies for the next meeting.
· Where did the 3% go?  Susan will E-mail Jeff, David and Arvid.  

· Step and column increases are already in.  The issue is COLA.  
Agenda Development:

· Irene Graff (to provide 10-12 indicators (including storyboard and comparison to other institutions).  
· Irene (success and retention rates report)  

· Irene (information supporting the need for more research staff)
· Budget differences document (Jeff)
· Where did the COLA money go?
At some point in the meeting, it was asked why the Center for the Arts presentation was crossed off of the list of future agenda items. This decision was made by the co-chairs, in consultation with the Dean of Fine Arts. It was felt that more time was needed to examine the situation. This item may come up in about one year.

Meeting adjourned at 2:37 p.m. 
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