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	Additional Attendees:
	Joseph Daisy, President; Joseph Habuchmai,V.P.  Administrative Services; Mariana BenDereas, V.P. Instructional Affairs; Ringlen Ringlen, V.P. Student Services; Kathy Hayes, Chair of Curriculum and Assessment Committee;  Grilly Jack, Vocational Training Coordinator;  Karen Simion, Director of Academic Programs

	Agenda/Major Topics of Discussion:

	The agenda for this meeting is to start the review process for the program prioritization report.  

	Discussion of Agenda/Information Sharing:


	The chair, Ross Perkins, opened the meeting at 4:00p.m.  He welcomed guests.

 Karen gave an overview of the Program Prioritization report.  On Feb 6th and 7th, the working group had training on how to usethe form and the plan that Curriculum had put together.    Criteria for prioritizing was based on Dickson’s Program Prioritization criteria with items ordered from most important to least important as rated by the curriculum committee.  They had a lot of data to look at.  Karen explained the way the group decided from which years to choose data. It was a complicated process and took into account the data available for given years and the special circumstances of student admissions in particular years. Graduation Employment satisfaction rates were taken from 2009.  The baseline for Gainful employment Graduation rates was 2008 data.  Some of the data looked at in the program reviews went back further.  They had historical enrollment back to 1995 and then for 2005 and then for every year following.  For Revenue and Resources generated, the group used a credits, times tuition, formula because they did not have formula for seat cost.  They used minimum class size (10,) times tuition, times credits in major. (Not including the Gen Ed major.”

Members and guests asked many questions and made several comments:

· Brian asked if the assumptions that the working group operated from were developed prior to prioritization or later. Karen answered that they were developed before.

· President Daisy asked if employers found some skills that were particularly helpful or lacking.  Karen remembered that employers were not satisfied with work ethic of COM graduates. 

· Ross said that a lot of information is from program reviews and asked about the quality of reviews.  Kathy said it was extremely varied.  Some were well written and complete.  Others had data missing and wrong information. CAC is looking at this.  There was little consistency in the data available and the way it was reported. 

· President Daisy asked, “Where was the source of data?  Were individual programs required to gather that data on their own or was there a centralized place?” Kathy answered that all the health indicator data is taken from IRPO office. 

· President Daisy asked why data was provided for some and not others. Marianna answered that she had written two program reviews and that it took a while to get data.  William agreed that there are some inconsistencies in SIS.

· Karen said it should be a recommendation that data should be consistent.  The program reviews need to be redone so the data matches.

· Ross said that he had found a lot of information available for calculating seat cost.  Richard Womack added that the committee should make a recommendation to have a way to figure seat cost. Ross continued that he was told that the U.S ambassador took total cost divided by number of students and that was not accurate. William said that if the college did its budget by program then costs would be clearer. There are a lot of programs in some divisions. President Daisy said to ask Danny.  He may already have a formula that he is using. 

· Richard pointed out that we have to figure out the cost of running the AA degree in different campuses.  We will push Karen’s recommendation.  We must all do the seat cost the same way.

· Brian asked if all criteria were weighted equally. Karen said that she will resend the data in the zip file so committee can see how the final numbers were determined.

Karen said that some programs had 14 people rating the program and some had only six. The final ratings were separated into thirds.  Most programs in lower third are certificate programs with low enrollment or struggling.  Only Agriculture and Natural Resources was declared a priority because it is a growing program.

Programs not reviewed include;  Nursingwhich does not have enough data yet.  Gen Ed was not done as a program.  Bookkeeping at Chuuk had no review.  Community health in Yap had no review; the teacher is a volunteer with a cohort of about 5 students.  FMI is not an accredited program and its funding is separate; they did not have a lot of the data that others have. 

· Ross asked what intention for these programs in lower third is.   Karen said that we are not going to change a lot at college for one year.  The Program Prioritization recommendations were to not do anything that requires additional funding.  

· Brian asked if there were any mechanism to tie programs to budget because now all budgeting is done by division. That goes back to why we need seat costs.

This lead to much discussion about the budget:

· William said that it was the restructuring plan that drove the decision to budget by division and not by program.  

· President Daisy said that he had thought the ‘13 budget had been 0 based and asked how you do can that without starting with programs. Joe Habuchmai answered that they started from bottom up because of the restructuring plan. The 0 base let us know what we need. Ross said that he remembered that Danny had said that they started with “the must haves.” Joe H said that now that we know total costs we can devise another way to help look at alternatives.  We can work around available resources.  

· President Daisy said that we cannot live beyond our means.  For accreditation, the college has budgeted $0.  Going into reserves is not a good message to send to the accreditation agency.  That we did not budget for accreditation implies that we are not serious about our situation.

· Rich said that the PRC had made it clear that we do not want to again see a budget that uses the reserves.

Ross asked Karen what we have learned from program priority process. 

· Karen answered that we do not have input from external stake holders.  We never ask. She said that the program coordinators will be responsible for gathering that input. President Daisy said that if we want to centralize then gathering input falls to IRPO.  That office should be in service to our program coordinators. 

· Karen said that from the process we also learned that we need better enrollment management.  One student has been at college as long as Karen and has no degree yet.  We run courses with fewer than 10 students.  We should run programs as cohorts with a minimum of 15 students in a program. A major change in ACE courses is that ACE II run only in summer and not in Fall or Spring.  We need to beef up Student Support for freshmen.  All students need first year support.  

· Most importantly, the prioritization process should be done again in two years.   Programs have one year to make changes and another year to write a program review. The process was rough. Normally such a review takes 9 months and we did it one week.  Frankie said it would be better to say how the months will be used. This review did run over 7 months, but had 6 months of discussion of how to do it.  Perhaps we need a timeline or a cycle of one program at a time.  Karen agreed that it took a long time to get started.  We need to make it better so that next time we do not need to wonder what we are looking at and where to get data. President Daisy said that the group created the process and did it.  He applauded them for that.  

· Kathy said that the CAC is coming up with roles and responsibilities for program coordinators. 

Ross asked committee members to study the report in preparation for making recommendations at the meeting next Thursday March 1. Jimmy Hicks and the comptroller will be asked to attend the next meeting.
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