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Summar - // ’

I. The Board of Governors is quuired to establish minimum sfjﬁaards‘
for use by district boards in forming Communi y Collegeéz/

2.  This item presents, for Board consideration, Title 5 reg lations

that would establish such standards. Y
> / )
3. Related issues concerning-the Board's role in planning and progra@
. review are also discussed. // /
/ I
. /.
- Recommendations o /

1.  The Chairman of -the Board should declare a publyé hearfngxfor
. testimony on the proposed regulafions\ L

[

2. The Board should adopt the proposed Title 5 regulations estab-

lishing minimum standards for forming new Comﬁunify Coldeges.
. O . , j
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. ABSTRACT

The Board of Governors has préscribed numerous minimum standards for

col lege operation in carrying out its many Education Code responsibilities.
The Board, however, has not prescribed minimum standards for district boards
1o use in forming new colleges. This item proposes Title " regulations for
Board consideration to estab! ish ‘sych standards for local use.

The suggested standards should be suf%icienfly general as to apply to the

varying kinds of .Community College service areas throughout the state. The™”
standards are prescribed for use by local boards in deciding on college -
formation and, therefore, specify factors important to that decision: (a) !
the educational needs and preferences of individuals in the area fo be

served, (b) programs and services designed foward those needs and preferences,

and (c) means of delivering and -evaluating such programs and services. Uni-
form quantitative threshholds have been avoided in favor of more flexible

considerations oriented to local décision-making. Presumably,”a correct
decision would result when the standards are rigorously applied to problems
and- conditions specific to the community service area. '

- Beyond prescribing minimum standards, the Code is silent about the Board's

role in the local formation of new -Community Colleges. Several factors-
suggest the Board should review and comment on local decisions to form new
col-leges and perhaps new campuses and off-campus centers as well. Thisrole,
however, must -be consistent with the iegal mandation to preserve local prero=
gatives in the maQageménf of Califpfnia Community Colleges.

The Board must review and approve district facility and academic plans,. programs
and courses, along with administering State School Fund apportionments,. T
Construction Act, and numerous other programs. Staff are designing an-annual
planning process, focusing on the development of a 5-year Community ‘Col-lege

plan, for Board consideration this fall. Board activities regarding. new-

collleges, campuses, and of f-campus centers could take place within this

- annual planning process.

. %
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Background : . _

The Education Code requires the Board of Governors to establ ish minimum
standards for use by disirict boards in forming Community Colleges. ’
This item addresses this requirement by‘proposing Title 5 regulations
for Board adoption. Establishing minimum standards is the primary
_objective of this, item. v

- )
Current developments also suggest the need fo clarify the Board role in
review of new colleges, campuses, and possibly off-campus operations.
This item, therefore, also discusses the Board's role in planning and
program review particularly of local beards' decisions fo form new
campus and of f-campus operations.

A possible state-leve! roie in planning, now'being reviewed for further
refinements, is-described in Appendix A. ; :

Standards

The Board is specifically required to: N

’

"prescribe minimum standards for the formation and operaffon
of public community colleges and exercise general! supervision
over public community colleges.” .
Numerous ofher Code sections are explicff about the Board's role in reviewing
. and approving plans, programs, courses, and facilities for colleges. Admini=
stration of these other sections appears to constitute thé exercise -of general
supervision during which many minimum standards. fof col lege- operation--have
‘been prescribed. Only those minimum standards for:,the formation of colleges
remain to be prescribed by the Board.
Such standards may be:
. (a) very specific or : : .-
(b) general;
descriptive of
{(c) fhé character of college operations,
4
(d) factors important in deciding to form a new college, or
(e) both; and
~N .
applicable fo /
(f) campuses,

(g) off-campus operations, or

(h) both.




The unique character of each college service area suggests that the stan-" ///,/2
dards be sufficiently general as to apply throughout the state. Prescribed . -+
minimums that are foo narrow or'specific could wejl'conSTrain innovative -and
_effective means of providing educational services to a parficular community.

By law, these $randards are prescribed: for use by local boards in deciding
on college formation: Consequently, the standards chould specify factors
important to that decision: : .

(a) The educafigdél needs and preferences of individuals in
the area(s)’ to be served,

(by programs/and services designed toward those hééaéﬁgﬁa

/
prefj;ences, and
?

(c) altprnafive means of delivering sué¢h programs and services.

Presumably,/q correct decision would result when the standards had been rigor- ‘
ously applied: where educational needs and preferences are accurately [
quantifigd -and qualified, programs and services. designed to be relevant 1o
those q;eds and preferences, and system(s) selected that most effactively and:
equii;ply del iver programs and services 1o students wiThjn +he service -area.

In tHis context, the minimum standards would comprehensively,emphasjze—Thé
full range of concerns relevant to planning new college operations,. incor-
pofafing the anticipated character of college operations where necessary for ’
sdlection of the best delivery system, n addition, college goals and -ob= P
ectives should be sufficiently specific that the success with which .needs and 7~ -
preferences are met may be evaluated. . :
/ Most prior requests by Community College districts to establish new colleges
/' have been accompanied by requests to begin the capital construction at a new .
campus. Consequently, the major decjsion criteria were those attendant to
“the state construction program, Education Code Sections 20050 +hrough 20085,

and the Board's roie in approving new Community College academic programs,
‘Education Code Section 199. Thus, ghven'fhe appropriateness of Cammunity

Col lege programs proposed, the major state level concern had to do with rapidly
increasing total_district enrol Iment, and provision of sufficient physical
facilitiesd It is clear that this pllapning mode is outdated. While growth
continues, the major problem- is’ not fo anticipate explosive growth as ‘in the

1960's, but rather anticipate and respond to shifts in the character and

location of population witThin a district's service area. Standard solutions

such as building new permanent facilities are -being augmented by more flexible
arrangements using the latest technologies, including leasing satellite :
facilities, programmed learning packages, independent studys-nedia (such as o
television and computer-assisted instruction), comprehensive/ | earning: :
resource centers that replace the traditional library, innovative approaches

to counsel ing and gutdance, "open colleges" and, indeed, college operations-
that may take place without any observable permanent physical facilities. .

Colleges typically have operated with a campus and, -more and more, a number

of off-campus centers or satellites. |IT is possible also that an accredited
college could operate without a campus in the traditional sense. Future 7~
delivery system selections likely will more often involve. flexible community-

i
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based arrangements and less often involve the traditional campus. Consequently,
to be most useful to district governing boards, ihe minimum standards might

well be such as to apply to a variety of planning decisions, including
off-campus, as well as,campus, operations. The specific standards have

been developed within the foregoing framework. ’

Minimum standards for determining educational needs and preferences of a com-
munity, for example, would call .for: ‘

(a) projecfions‘of enrdl Iment demand for the defined service area;
taking: into account projected- and planned enrol Iments of nearby
postsecondary institutions offering similar programs and services,

(b) -9£QJ§Cfbd4mathweﬁ requirements in. the deéignafed service area
-— and broader region, likewise taking ‘into account possible -man-
power supply generated by the same set of nearby insfifuinns, gnd

(c) the specifically ideﬁfiiied college program and service preferences
of individuals in the area 1o be serviced. -

‘Board role- - _ :
P < . N P . - \
The Education Code is silent on- the Board's role in formation of new- colleges..—
Whizle there is the requirement (being addressed.-by +hTs item): that the Board:
prescribe minimum standards for the formation of a new college, thefe- s no
—eXp;Lcif provision for Board review, approval, comment, or other action with
respect to a local board decision to {orm a new college. It is clear that
authority for formation of a college rests with the governing board of the
district in which it would be located. ' -

Several factors suggest the logic of a definite Board role in this ‘process.
.First, the Board is underfaking an annual planning process, focusing

‘on development of & five-year plan (see Appendix A). Proposed new college
operations might well highlight such a plan. The Education Code now provides.
that the Board: v - : :

< "ghall review and approve academic masfer,p]ans
and master plans for facilities for each Com-
munity College district". , .

Formation of a new college would. be part of such plans and, at least indirectly,
therefore, subject to Board review and approval. “he Board is also required L
to advise local boards on the selection and acquisition of new campus- sites..

Second, the Board is required to review and approve programs and certfain
-courses to be offered by Community Col lege districts. Indeed, state funds’
may not be apportioned for such programs or courses unless approval has been
secured. ' :

AG 29 - A 5




Finally, the California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) recently
adopted procedures to carry out its legal responsibility to review proposed
new campus and off-campus centers and advise the Legiélaiure and Governor on
the need for, and location of, same. While certain of the procedures appear
beyond its legal authority, the Commission indicates it will expect Board of |
Governors "approval review" or _all proposed new Ccmmunity College campuses
and certain off-campus centers. ‘ :

* The Commission has defined such of f-campus cen‘ers subject to its review as
"those planned for more than three years at a given location, and which )
will offer courses in several certificate and/or degrec programs, and/or(2)
"will have a head count enrollment of more than 500, and (3) will require
funding for construction, acquisition, or lease. Those thet will not require
funding for construction, acquisition, or lease will be réported to the Com-
mission for inventory and consideration for review." This definifion appears
to put CPEC info a position of reviewing district off-campus operations of a
much smal.ler variety than appropriate even for Board review. In any -event,
¥ the Board should be prepared with comment on such proposals.
Thus, while the Code is not explicit, a definite Board role is sugges}gdrﬁn
review and -comment on formation of new Community Colleges campuses and of f-campus
centers (scope of the .latter, however, as yet undefined). This role may fake
| place most appropriately: within- the annudl planning process (see again '
Appendix A), emphasize interdistrict concerns, and be implemented, i+ would
appear, without legislation. This Board role should simply be consistent
: with the many other related Board responsibilities, including, among others;
. review and approval of district academic and- facilities plans. ~

Proposed Requléfionsn

A resolution of the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges
enacting Title 5 regulations on new Community Colleges.

Be it resolved by the Board of Governors of the Caiifornia'Communify Col-leges,
acting -under the autHority of Sections 193 and 22650 of the Education Code,
and implementing, interpreting, and making specific 22650 of the Education
Code, and pursuan%«fo the Administrative Procedures Act, regulations in: Title
5 of the California.-‘Administrative Code are added, gpended{,pr repealed as
follows: T

First--Chapter 10 (commencing with Section 5I1800) is added to Division 3;

Part VI of Title 5 ‘to read es follows.

~ Chapter 10. New Col teges . { -

Section 51800. Responsibilities of boards of trustees: A Communi ty
Col lege board of trustees planning the formation of 'a new college

to be operated under the jurisdiction of the district, shall, as
required by Section 22650 of the Education Code, employ the following
standards’ . ’ , .

Section 51802. Definition of college. As used in This chapter,
tcollege! means a degree-granting institution infended to provide




instruction through ‘the fourteenth grade, including but not Limited
- to one or more of the following categories: a) standard coll-jiate
; ("\ courses for transfer to higher institutions; b) vocational and
technical fields leading to employment; or c¢) general or liberal
arts courses and for which institution the disirict intends to
obtain accreditation.

Secﬁipn°5h864; Assessment of Needs and Preferences.

A.  The community area and character of individuals to be served
should be adequately identified.

# - . N . 5

i B. Projections of potential enrollment demand in the service area
should demonstrate significant unmet future need, taking into
account plang of nearby secondary and postsecondary institutions.

N C. Significant community support should be evident. :
D. Preferences for Community College programs and serV|ceS on-
N the parf of individuals in the service area should be identified. .
E. Pnesenfrénd fufure labor market requirements for Tralned'manj

power should. be identified for the proposéd service area, a
broader adjacent region, the state, and society in general:

i

F. Projected manpower fequiremenfs and community program preferences
should be reconciled, if possible.
¢ Section 51806. Objectives. o
A. Proposed col lege programs and services should be d|?ec+ed to the:

identified educational needs and preferences of Thé commun|1y
to be served.

B. Objectives of the proposed college programs and services should
be sufficiently specific that the-district board may evaluate the
success with which needs and preferences are met.

Section 51808. Delivery Systems.

of feasible delivery system alternatives for provndlng |n+ended
programs and services. o

) B. Criteria for selecf|ng the proposed delivery system should |?clude :
- ) ) j
(1) accessibility of programs and services to all |nd|V|duals i

in the service area. . <

A. The proposed operation should be the mosf effec+|ve and equitable l
|
!
|

(2) content and quality of programs and services, and

-

57(,\ (3) cosit of programs and services.
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Depending on the delivery system propesed, alternatives for
providing the proposed programs and services should include,
but need not be limited Vo:"

(1) increased utilization of éxisfing district resources,

(2) forming a new col lege,.campus, off-campus center, and/or
outreach satellite(s), and/or .

(3) use of media such as television, computer-assisted instruction
or programmed learning packages. -

Alternative delivery sys#em§Aconsfdered should be adequately
decribed, generally mutually exclusvie, and limited to a manage-
able number to facilitate analysis-and review.

Proposed sources of funding for needed resources should be iden-
tified for both short and long-term operations.

i

Seéond;~Thése—regulafions mandate no new or added cost fo local gdvérnmenf
within the meaning of Revenue and Taxation Code Section 223! as they apply
ly- to Community College districts and are permissive in nature.

C ;

/




and Department of Educdtiop.

. Governors, California Community Colleges.

APPENDIX A

- PROPOSED STATE-LEVEL ROLE IN
COMMUNITY COLLEGE PLANNING*

Summary ' L
This paper presents a ﬁroposed state-level role fn Community College
p{quing, discussing specifically (a) the rationale and primary issues’
in Community College planning, (b) a possible state-level planning
process, and-{c) the possible content and use of a comprehensive five-
year Community College plan for California. T 3
Aside from the changing -environment in which planning for collgges

.is being-undertaken, there are several important procedural igsues in
defining a state-lével role. ~ .

State-level planning efforts should provide adequately for/input from v
districts and colleges, along with state and federal age Eies. Like-
wise, while specific district and college planning. efforts should begin
local ly, identifying community needs and preferences, there snouid be T~
procedures for appropriafe sfa#e—reveﬂvreview and assistance in thic

* process. . !

. ‘ .
State-level Community College plannirg must be effectively coordinated

with.activities of several jother state-level aggncies, such as the \
California Postsecondary Education Co ssion, epartment of Finance,

The planning process needs 1o be useful fof/ both s+5fe:|evé| and local
college manzgement activities if it is to/warrant the allocation of sIaff

and other resources required for ifs—conéucf.

Effective comprehensive planning req fi;s a mechanism for bringing to-

gether the usually separate efforfg/of academic, occupational, facilities,
finance, and .access planning.- / .

Due to the many complexities inQéIved, the first comprehensive five-year
plan likely will be somewhat condensed and the first-year planning process
somewhat abbreviated as compared fo efforts in future years.

—— * . N

\

.
'
'

|
\

¥Based on paper presented at February I9—20W 1975 meeting of Board of |
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Rationale: Reasons for Planning

Planning is fypi;giﬁy future-oriented, identifies goals and objectives,
and selects the-fieans to achieve same. Consequently, it should ease

some of‘iﬁg/pfggléms of college management. With an adequate plan, new
prg?éﬂﬁ?es or programs are not needed to solve problems.arising from
each new sifuation. Planning should also ease the problems of securing
scarce public funding. Thoughtful consideration of alternative allotation
of resources to accomplish agreed-upon objectives should provide better
arguments in the competition for pubiic support when education is under

. increasing question, when there are new and increasing other demands for
public funding, and when inflation exist5s in all sectors.

P!ann{ng also_provides the basis for determining how well we are doing;
i.e., evaluation of performance or résults, and should answer demands
for- "accountability." T e process focuses on objectives and purposes.
As a result, educators age required tfo identify the present and future
educationai preferences of individuals in_communities and *o forecast
the future educational needs of -individuals. Thus, Community Colleges
are virtually forced to ﬁlan due to the nature of their educational’
service: they provide edgca#ional gppoﬁfunjfies, training and develops
ment of individuals, the results of Wwhich accrue over a lifetime. In
this context, they need to| look 5, 10, 20 years and longer down the road
t+o anticipate as nearly as,possible the educational fn?ining from which

individuals and society can best profit: I

N T

1ssues in Community College \Planning 1

}

. | \ S
Planning: must shift from fhe\emphasis\of,fhe 1960's;-of facilities to
. house specfaqylar growth Ap,ép—emphasis during the }exf decade of
\ increasing actess through more effective and new del ivery systems.
Concern exists and will increase about meeting the jneeds of individuals
who have not traditionally attended postsecondary education. Their
needs must be met in ways other than only the traditional <ollege campus,
rigid fwo Kear calendars, and standard classroom |écture approach. As
growth slows, there should be more concern with shjfting demographics
and specific character of subpopulations within a college's service
- area. — ST i '
The comprehensive Community Col lege concept needs tfq give way to a
concept of comprehensive community-based college edﬁéﬁ;ion. It is no
longer only the college; but also a, variety of other means that are -used
. to provide educational services to }he community. Other means include
various media, neighborhood satellites, storefront operations, mooile
units, and other kinds of Limited purpose centers along with work expe-
rience, cooperative education, creditl by. examination or for exfra-
col legiate experience, and use of community library resources or any
_other useful and available off-campus \facility. The Community College ’
in effect -becomes a communiiy educafioha! contractor, using its own ,—g“,f
campus plus any other communify;resourqs appropriate to meet its objectives. ;

Fo

i




(’\ Community College education needs to-be directed to multiple adult”
roles, not only career edbcaﬂﬁon, but also to other adult roles (some-
times termed "whole person training"). . Some enrollees are already ‘
trained and simply want to become better citizens, voters, and consumers.

. It is expected that future lifestyle changes will result in fTime spent ‘
by the average individual on vocatiohaT pursuits decreasing by one-third
by the year 2000. There will be an increasing need for training in

avocations and use of recreational and leisure time. General education
is needed for the earlier assumption of adulf roles by youngstérs due to
lowering the age-of-majority and earlier assumption of Iegal.resp9nsi3 _
bilities and independence from parents. e 7

Col lege .programs need moré options in the time required and possibie
) outcomes. Communi ty Col lege students have long since ceased to be the,

% f%il-fime, recent high school graduate, attending_during the day.. Seven’

- of 10 in California attend part-time, working either part or full-time. &
At-A'east one-fourth of all students are over thirty years of age. Many
have lLimited objectives (some as |iftle.as one course), some are uncertajin
:of\fheir néeds, and there arée numerous "stop outs" who later return. | )
appears that only a minority of students undertake programs -that resemble’
these contained in official college catalogs. . ) ) .

|
v !

‘Pianning must be bompréhensjve. Academic)'faciliTies, occupational, fiscal,
and access planning must be conducted si ultaneously for effective f‘

) allocation and distgribution -of college resources. Traditionally, academic

’ (\ planning dealt with outcomes, fiscal ahd facilities planning with resources
Sl and inputs, and access had 4o do with ¢the distribution of opportunities:
Seldom were the several efforts conducted together, and as a. result
effective decisions were made more by intuition and accident than by
\design. In addition, state, regional, and local planning needs to be -
integrated so that local planning is responsive to community. needs and
preferences but at the same time consistent with overall state objectives.

" ln particular, planning at the state=level Chancel lor's Office and for

. - the Board. of Governors needs to tie academic, student, and. facilities -
: planning together with occupational planning and apportionments and )
budgkting. In addition, the planning process should be one that pro- " /.

vides useful input to administration of ‘program rex{ew and approval
responsibilities of the Office and not just another“chore of dubious
value. The planning needs fo be useful as weli in wanking with other
~ state and federal-level agencies and loca?\disfric?s and col leges. T
- in particular, the planning process needs fp reflect the existing
) differe.-tiation of function beiween state and local agencies in planning
: . and managing California Community Colleges. The Education Code charges
- the Board of Governors with general responsibility for "leadership and
"direction in 1he continuing development of Community Colleges ... main-
taining and continuing, toifhe maximum degree permissible, local auto-
 nomy and control in the administration of Community Colleges.

| ,
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the Board of Governors with general responsibility for "leadership and
direction in the continuing development of Community Colleges . galn-

taining and continuing, to the maximum degree permissible, IocaI auTo—
nomy and control in the 'administration of Community Colleges.

Planning Rrocess: General ‘

/

The focus of a possiblé planning process would .be-ithe deyelopment of a
comprehensive five-year plan by a Chancellor s Office Task Force each
. spring. The task force would analyze all ielevant information, |nclud|ng
‘ district plans, program and budget proposals, rorecasts of needs, and
g stated goals and ochcflves Short-term and long-term problems would be

‘
|
|
)
:
|
’!

' i'dentified and highlighted anrd *+ions and policy directions recommended.
| This.plan could be presenter ¢ 1+ oard of Governors each June for
: approval as a preliminary d. .t . T

- During the_latée summer, early fall, other state-level agencies, interest -
groups, and local districts would haye the opportunity to comment upon
the preliiminary plan.. AT the same timé the plan could form the basis
for negoflaflons with. the California Postsecondary Education Commission

analyzes with help of Technical{/Advisory Committee, and
develops comprehensive )~year plan for California Communlfy

o« . {GPEC), D@parfmenf‘af Finance, and other agencies on- specific proposals. - -
) Responses %o the. Prellnlnary PIan and results of negotiations. could then R )
be used ‘for possible revision of the document. It would then be submitted . 7. .
to the Board for approval and- use as a final _document at the end of the b :
year. " . :
e
Planning Proces:. Timing ' x ~ .
January Chancellor's Office Task Forcé Takes relevant information, E
;

May - Colleges. i \ , - N
June > Prellmlna{y version of pIan ls presented to Board of : j’,
‘ Governors for apnroval. _ . , e
’ July ) Preliminary Plan submitted to other state-level agencies,, ;- :
and distributed to interest groups and Districts and p :
Colleges. ' ;
August Response to Preliminary Plan made by other state-level ‘ E
September agencies, interest groups, Districts and Colleges.- //
. October Revision of Preliminary Plan as appropfia?e based upon N .
- _ November response and results of negotiations with ofher state-
. level agencies, .
December Revised | pL\\ presenTed'ro Board for approval. Approved
Final Plan tis, d|s+r|bu+ed to same agencies.
January NexT planning rodﬁd is initiated by Task Force beglnnlng . \\‘
: with Final Plan. from priec_round. o, ’—ﬁ’ ‘
z [y
B e T,

e e o _ =~




Phanning Process: Participants
. T~ 7 .

Effqrfg“aﬁe\ingiq+ed by a Chancellor's Office Planning Task Froce maue
up of Deans, Chigfis, or comparable level position from each of the

O _ opérating areas: ' .
,-A' .~ Technical Advisory Committee (made up of persons from Districts, Col leges, l\ .
N ~+ and possibly state-level agencies) would provide suggestions, technrical ™
8 advice, comments, and assist in plan development.
2 By ' -~ R
B “The Chancellor's Office Executive Staff would review progress and Cabinét
. would review and give final approval fo preliminary and final proposals.

Usual review and advice would be provided by Presidents/Superintendents
and Chancellor's,Aavisory Committee during preliminary plan development. /
¢ In addition, QPSTricfs and Col leges and others-would have opportunity
in July, Augdst, September and October to review and comment upon
PreIiTinq y Pilan. - ) :
s

\
<]

PJanfiing Process: Use

The Plan would contain recomhended policy directions and solutions to
7l . short=term and long-term problems of high priority. The -Plan could
: provide the basis for the Board's legislative, capital outlay, and
. finance programs. It also could. be -used for administration of Chancel-lor's
D ‘Of fice apportionments, capital outlay, vocational education al:locations,
‘:’tr\ extended -opportunity programs and services, credentialing, and academic
program review and approval responsibilities. The Plan should discharge
responsibility!to CREC and assist districts and colleges in their own
planning and bpdgeting efforts.

r

© B . " Content of Plan - N §

- ’ - . ‘ - )

The content of the plan could be indicative of the activities of the , -

Task Force and Technical Advisory Committee, including :fof -example: ;

discussion of background, policy summary, needs assessment, goals and /
objectives, delivery systems, and -evaluation.

Background ~ , |
Organization, intent, and uses of plan are specified. Planning ‘

_ process is explained in context of differentiation of college
planning and management between state agencies and local districts.

Policy summary

This section identifies short-term and long-ferm problems of highest
priority and discusses possible solutions. Policy directions for short-
ferm (1976-77) and long-Term (1977-1981)-are recommended.
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‘Delivery systems .. -

" Goals and Objectives

~

Needs Assessment

Needs' assessment includes evaluation of pagl and present §uécess

(or lack thereof) in achieving Community 6§IIegnégoals and objec-
tives (see further discussion below). Also presented are analyses

of present and future trends in (a) Community College enrol Iment
demand; gb) character of individual and communify,breferences for
college educational services; (c) manpower, labor market requ.irements;
and (d) \general societal copditions, including migration patterns,
division of Tiwe between vocation, avocation, recreation, and

.

Goals and specific objectives of comprehensive community-based
college operations in California are discussed. These may be

derived from the general college mission to provide educational
services, specificaliy training for technical and/or para or
subprofessional occupations, pretraining for professional ocgupations,
general; education, and community educational services. In general,
goals and. objectives are either, (a) output, {b) process, or (c)
access-oriented. Both state and local goals and objectives are

developed for the Board, Chancellor's Office, and Community Col leges ,_;/,,////%

R

.generally. These should be framéd ifi"context of (a) higher leved

goals for all California public services and (b) federal/state/local
goals. L ) T

Program and resource organization, management and utilization s
discussed. Elements of required district academic, facility,

EOPS plans are summarized by district, region, and program.
District and college "profiles" could be incuded. Present and
future trends in educational delivery systems such as teaching and
counsel ing technologies and organization of 'programs in outreach-

‘centers are analyzed for relevance to Community Colleges.

Presents utilization and need for staff, facilities, and other
recources used in college operations; also resource ac/uisition:
trends in financing and sources of income for capital and operating
budgets; issues such as fees, state/local sharing of public support,
federal funding are analyzed.

Evaluation

Presents resulls of recent studies and evaluations (such as COPES,
EOPS, -accreditations) that bear upon college performance, i.e.,
success in achieving objectives outlined in earliep sectiop.

General critferia used to evaluate success are "resburce allocation':

_Are we providing the right kind of services in a jbchnically efficient
“fashion? And "resource distribution": Are our services accessible

to all individuals in the community who might profit therefrom?
Discusses stralegy for future evaluations of (a) success in
meeting state-level and general college objectives and (b) results
from the Plan's recommendations if implemented.

——




