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¢ \ The purpuse of this studyewds to fnvestigate the current opera-
[
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tiom structure and activities of mandatory citizen advisory committees for
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COMMUNITY COLLEGE HANDICAPPED

p STUpENI_PROGRAMS AND ADVISORY

] N - "~ COMMITTEES "* - :

’ 1n119§d the mdﬁt recent estimate 1nd1cated that more than a millien

> Ed Y P
Toaem 4

purcuis and other citizens belongcd,to some 60,000 school adyisory committees
. . - , .

which had beeh formed in the last 10 years, The largést ﬁhqber of these
committees were mandated by federal- legistation aimeq’at séecial térget

groups SULh as low 1naumb, bilingual, and handicapped studéﬁtst(Davies,

rd

0). The intent of ;hxs artlcle wdas to 1nvest15ate adVLSory committees

s

. .
for such a Largeg group. bpecifically, qdvisory committees in California

Communitx‘Collegés forihandicapped studgﬁts was explored.

¥

5

.o . ' . ' .
. In the Califora‘: Community Colleges, the mandate for the gstablish-

ment of,aduisory'commi;tes for hapdicapped student programs and services was

1ni£iated in 1977‘by tﬁe State ggard of‘quqrnuxs. The lawnihey adopted

stated simply that ah adﬁisory copmittee must‘bé_estébl}shed and that ‘the

committee mu;t be c;mpo;;d“of reéres;ntatives detérm}ned by p}ogram needs.
. . . — ’,

The law dia not indicate any additional rééuiremegts for the operations of

i

. ' ’ A ' 1 .
"advisory committees. andstherefore deleéated'any operational decisions to the
. - L3

.

Coe : B ..
program coordinator, Subsequently, there has béen no operative system

_ designed to ensure quality in the organizational strfucture or activities of

- . N o -

. - . [} »
the advisory committees., . ' . ‘e

- "<« METHWOD .- : , .

. . - . i . -“ .. o, - ') .

The* purpose of this study was to investigate the current vperational
structure and activities of mandatory citizen advisory‘coimittees for Handi-

B . . g
\ .
- w7 . N B ' P H
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- Community Lollege Hdudﬁ.&pped Y‘ #’ ' , ) M .2
3 . .
capped SquLnt Progrdmé and 38[V1LLb in the pubLic Lommunity calleges in .

Cdlifurnxd. " Varlgus research questions were,developed and were used to

- b - 2

. . a
direct this research. A'statowide survey was mailed in fall, 1980, to 1066
R .

probg?m LOurdlndtoFb worKing at the various public community coltegeb Infor-
/. "‘ P e [y / * , el
mation was received from 88 or 83. 0 pergent of the collebeﬁ. Multi college

P

. N N
districts which operage d.distpict—w;qs advisory committee were‘eliminated -
N \ ] v . N ! . -

. * \ s e -7 . . . .
from the sample,'leaving'83 valid cases, or 7843 percent, of ‘the 106 .

. s -
-~ .

p;Iifornia Communit} colleges. The following is a brief -summary u? the major -
. l\ . .

areas of the findings. - ) ’ ) 1

I8

’

B ‘ RESULTS ‘ .

Respondent Characteristics. Most of the riﬁpondedts had the job
V4 .

title of program ‘coordinator or enabler and had' worked in .that position on -

an average of 4.75 years, and were assigned to the landicapped Student

?
g

Programs and Services an average of 12.10 years in education.

. . ¢ . -
The respondents worked in community colleges witl an average size

-

* of 10,995 students and served an average of 337 handicappe@ sfudents. The_
<

majority of the community collegey served communities which were either

urban and suburban. ’ .

) ) ’ i r
Characteristics of Advisory Committee Members. Individuals repre-

4 - o
senting the college staff or faculty composed the largest group of advisory
. - ) .

committee membership. In rank order; othér-representatives included private -

‘ * .

non-profit agencies, other educational institutions, students, state and

» .
federal agenclies, business and industry, consumer groups for the hapdicapped, -

parents, and members of the general public. The membership of the advisory

committees represented the communities they seredﬂ

+
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. . . l \
‘ R . " . 8 . . 2 - . -
The majority of the advisory compittee fmembeys were ?ppointe by .
» -7 ’ / .o
' : . '

"CoTlege peréunnel.. in 7.f.purcenq of the ‘committees, members were selected

Wwith advisory committee input. Generally, there were no,writ{en criteria

R}
]

. for the selection of committee members. On the average, advisory committee

. \ 128
N .

members served 2.9 year terms and meeting attendance averaged 75.21 percent
— . R

of the members. Most of the committed work was reported to be done by the
< A . ‘ .

. . . . [N A .
wamy few members, aqd_thg_me&bers generally did not divide into different

~

. \.‘ [ - [
factions”on most issugs. Members were also untrained for their committee {

.

- N . ~
, - ’ @ B - 4
' . .

Mrganizational Structure ot ExistiqgrAdvisopxrCummittees. Findings

3

_\;Lnﬂiuated that there were some advisory commjttees organized ¥for each dis-
¥ . N . . .

’ , . . s é
P : , 5 . .
. . ability group but the majority of the .colleges operated a total program

'.t . ! )
advisory committee. Very few colleges organizeéd specific advisory cgmmittees

- » -

¢ As « ./ ’

for iqdiyiaual groups’. The majority of the respondents disagreed with the .
. . . . 7 .
" statemeut that an advisury(qumiitée for each disability g;pdp should be .
. . : I SR ' . {
L organized at iiéi college. . . ‘

In the total sample, the average zise of each of the diffe¥ent types

ot"dgvisory'commiLtées rénged from L1.50 to 14.88 members. Somé 68.7 percént( ) .

. of the respondents reported that they had a written statement or purpose.

.
- Y -

v '] N eyt , . . “.

- Only 37.3vperéent of the respondents had.written reporting procedures. Some

\ o ) , * . , : ' U

,45.8 P“%Seft of the advisory ¢ommittee recommepdations were submitted directly

A

to the program coordinator. SeventyJPercent of the respondents indicated that

3

the ‘advisoty committeé should 6perate independently of the ¢bllege Board of:

"\(D. q - ‘ - . * &
Governors. . N . . :

,
P < ‘.

Some. 71. 1. percent of the committees did not have written by-laws, -

L N , . A
~LF_£§9;;;Lurc mixba‘opinions about the need for written by-laws with 40.9 percenf
N T3 . a . F . 4

N

i ‘El{lC I ‘,, ‘,ci . : 6 R

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: - )
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indicating that a committee should not have by-laws, and 19.3 percent were
7' ' v : . ,‘, "
undecided about the issue. . ’ ’ ¢

_’( - ' " .
of* the agendas were prepared by either the program coordinator or by the |
: - ' i M . 7)

program staff and eoordinator. Only 19.2 percent of the agenda preparation
' - v

Almost all advisory bommittees'had meeting agendas and" 69.9 perc;@t .

) " ¢ » . R : - ! .
involved ddvisory committee members. In 84.4 percent, of the committees, the

- .
~ . » .

! recordkeeping activities were perfotmed by college pérsonnel. In 4.8 per-

e . . S -
¥ . - -

oenf of the committees,.the recordkeeping activities were performed by

i} ot ‘ ’ ’
N college pexgunnel. -In 4.8 percent of -the committees, the recordkeeping ,
- ' R . . R . R
dactivities were performed by a committee member.
¢ N , i - N )
A . Respondents were asked-to indicate NQich person had the most power P

‘
f
, /

or intluenéehin the committee., The program coordinator had the most power~ -,

o,
- '

. nfluence with%he committee chajrperson being the next most influential ° ) %
K ) : . '. -~ - " . 3 ) v i R

- .
erson in the group. Respbndents were asked to indicate which person per-
* . . )

v ' . v .. _)

formed the activities dof committee chairperson, and in 63.9 percent of " thes

, ,‘\ . ’ - { R \
e _ committees, tire program coordinator acted as the committee chairperson. In

24.1 percent of the cdmmittees’ the ‘chdirperson was chosen from the committee

~

.

members.  Some 22,9 6erceﬁt of the(advﬁgdry committee chairpersords were
. ) f : ’ . . X ) xx‘\' " .
elected, 19.3 percent volunteéred for the jbb, -and 41.0 pgjcent were appointed. .o

. -~ » - .

Suie 64 7 percent of the Appuinted LhdirerSOHS were. self-app01nted aQﬁ E{ 8

erCeﬂt were dppOlnted by the syperlntendent/pr%sident. [nterestingly, when
3

- - asked if the ddVLSOFy "committee should be controlled by the progr&m coordi—

N »

, nator, 27.7 percent agrcéﬂﬁhith the statement, 40.9 peTceﬁf“digagreed with
‘ B Lo R j

y the statement, and 21.7 percent were, undetided. oo T . '
. B A -
’ fWhen laoking at committee decisfqﬁs, 50.% perqeut of the respongents

.
, . , - -
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, -

felt that advisory committee,mémbers ‘should not enforce all committee de-
* . . L

clsions, and 84 percent felt that reports from dissenting members should be " .
. F * . ~ »

allowed. When making cohm@ttee.decigioqs, 60.2 percent Qf the committees
. ~ . ' *

v .
used a simple majority vote.

) . . :
Actual Operations of the Advisoty Committees. Some 21.7 pércent of
. H Ay T . -

. ja ' 4 § . \
the responding colleges did not hold an advisory committee meeting during
B N v
5 . ] -
the 1979-80 point school year. The remaining colleges held 2.23 meetings per

year. Sixty-two point seven percent of the colleges which operated a

comhittee held from one to three meetings per year lasting on an‘hverage of
. . . v L
- 4 .
2.14 hours,in length.. The majority of the meetings were held in thefearly o

+ - L2
v L

\ipd late aftergoon with 24.1 pergent being héld in the/hornings or at noon.

Only 4.8 percent uf the commit:%es held meetings at night. Almpét all of

=

A e . - ¢
1 »
the committees met oft campus. Only 28.9 percent of the tolleges operated
¢ .
Subcommittees. Lo , . . .
c ' Respondents were asked their opinions as to whether advisory commit-

tees should meét‘morq often. Twenty point five percent felt thg committees
~ ‘ . ’ . Y
snou¥d meet more often. Thirty-seven point three percent felt that\they’

should not meet more.often and 30.5 percent were undecided. Six percent of
» . .

the r!sbondents felt that advisoty U‘Pmittees should not‘continde to operate

. . ~

. , r
witnh the majority'of the remaihing respondents favoring the -continuation of

advisory committees. ' ’

Issues and Activitjes of Advisory Commtttees. Fifty-eight peréent of

the respdndents felt™hat the advisgry‘committees should deal with short

rdngé s?egific purpose igsues, and thég new items not on the agenda should

-

.
be open to discussion by the committee.A\The majority of the agenda items

«
. =

\

)

dealt with during the 1979-80 school yedr\gentergd around program jmprovement
4 \

e \

a \ )
-
.. R «
.
\
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. s ) P ,
in.sach areas as’studeat services, program operations, curriculum content

- ) - ‘
and ins[::ction, and architectural barriers. Other issues dealt with the

1

conmunity puBlic relations, community public relatfons, community resqurse

.

hﬁ o s, ’ , -

coor inat}on,'comnitteeworgani7ation;,legal issues, progranm evaluation, and

Pl hd . ‘ “ -
student activities. IntereStingly, very few committees dealt with their own

™~ .
commi ttee-operations or organizations. Issdes antictpated for the 1980-81

I. - ) . '

school year showed a stight shift of emphasis away from items dealing with

student services and architectural'Qarriers to a shift toward more items

dealing with program operatigns and curriculum and ;nstructlon.
< ' . -
Respondents indicated that 4dvisory committees took enough time to
; . ) P i
. ’ . .
complete tqsfs wegl and usually met deadlines. Responsents also felt that

reasorable deadlines were assigned to committees.
M -~

" Some 69.9 Penﬁf\of the ‘colleges did not have’'a formal traj)ng .

program for advisory co lttee members, however, 47:0 percent of the res- ®

v

pondents felt that there should be formal training programs. .Interestingly,
85.6 pérCent of the ;Aépondents felt that advhééry commistee members should be
- ( ’

aware of the cbklege financial situation.

' Problems of Advisary Committees. The major problems reported by.the

. A : - N
respondents were mempers' role defimition, member apathy, members' attendance’ _
. J R - ' ’
at scheduled meetings, members' communications, members’ powerless feelings,

members "dividing 1nto:fact19ns of control,, memgégg' lack of Spécific program
" A . ’ ‘ 4 .
knowledge, and members. feeling too much time was required. Thirty-six percent
] r 4 .

- s * L .
of the respondents did not list any problems in their advisory committees. X

-

N Effectiyeness of Advisoty Committees. Some 48.2 percent of the res—

B -~
. N I

. ‘ , ‘
poudéﬁts indicated that advisory committees were given little respect or - _

* . . f' '
power, but almost all of the respondents felt that advisory committees im-

H

g | v



'\\\ ' Opinions of. Respondents. The strongest obinion expressu@-by thé
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prove school and community relstions. Respondents reported that members

t _ c . 'Y o +

should nét always expect school officials to accept all.of their recommen-
- A 4 N .

- .

. . ] ~
dations, however, 78.3 percent +of ‘the respondents indicated that school
- . . -’ P o

\

- . , -
officials usually or always acﬁepted advisory committae:r recommendations.

e

¥y -

Respundents had mixed:.opinions as ée)whether adviéory comnittee recommenda-

tions shoudd be‘imﬁlemenied by’ school officials, some 44.4.percent indicated
that school offig¢ials should fmplement committee recommendativns, 21.7 pey- .

-

i N - -
cent indicated they should not implement committee recommendations, and f

21.7 percent dere undecided on the iésue. ) .o - ' B

The advisory committees had the most influence on the handicapped Z
1 . ] ’ - ' . > -3 !
program staff, and next, on ‘the. special education teacbing faculty. They

hdd little’}pfluéﬂce on the College/ﬁoard of Goyernors.

»

’ . .

respondents concerned the statements that (1) advisory committee members °

- -

ishould be aware of the college's find&cial gituation, (2)"het£mgs should be

open to discussion about new issues pot included on the agenda, (3) reports

from dissenting members should be permitted, 4) commitfegs should operate
: y - . . L
independently of the Board of Governors, dnd‘(S) committees should contitie *
: {

to uperaty( Thczmajurlty of the respondents agreed or.strongly agreed with
o - ) ' ’
these stalements.

. .Regpondents were‘mdéz divided on the following statements that ?l)
s t
;Pvisory cummlttees should deal with short rdnge specific purpose issuesl
(2) committee recommendations should be.implemented by school officials,

(3) committees should have a formal training program for members, and (4)>

.committecs.shoyld have written~by=laws. The majority of the memhgy8 agreed

¢
L3

" or were undecided -about the statements.
N . ’

: 10 .. - ’ :

g

st




-
.

v

Y

I

k]

.

O

[ 4

. .
’ "
¢ . ‘
.

Community ‘College Handicapped

X T oy ’

-
\ -~ - . v

’ ’ . 1 . .
*Respondents were also more divided on the following statements thaty

- (1) advisory committees should be controlled by ‘the ,program coordinator, -

] .
.

(2) committees should meet morehoften, (3) Coﬁmigtee'megbers should endorse’ - .
all dommittee decisiohs, (4) éommittees for each disability‘group served ., -
: shudld be* organieed at‘eaph.college, and (5) adwiaory.committie members : § .,
'\ P :
* should expeet school of?}cials to accept all of their recommendations The /

]
.
. . .
. .

majority of the respondents disagreed or were undecided with these statements.
i ¢ ‘ -

- \ .
o Lo . ’ ) . \ . t~
F. . *  DISCUSSION . -
"Tne majority of the committees yere total program advisory\commftteeé
* v \’ ' E -
" with very tittle written organizational structure. The program coordinatyrs R

\

appeared to completely control the ¢ommittees and were responglble for pre-.
. ' - ’ . )
paring meeting agendas, selecting members, recorskeeping activities, and

L3
.

chairing committee meetings. The lack of spécific state guidelines may
( . o

:

. . + ’
"have encdcraged this type of organizational structure. : . 4

/ "The fact that 21, 7 percent of the respondents did not operate an
. .

adVlbUFy Lommittee during the 1979§80 school yeam indic&ted a lack of interest -

in advisory committees'by those respondents: The average size of the L.

commifties was similar to findings ef other studies. Since the committees ‘
were controlled by the’program coordinator, day—time‘meetihge/d::j:: working

¢ . i ' . ) ‘ ) )
hours and only two meetings held per year ‘were the results,

.

- Most of the committees operéted without written meméersbip criterta

~

. - - T v -
and most of the members were chosen by the program coordinator ‘or college

» . .

»

staff. Consequently, the-largest single grouﬁ represented Qn the comi't tee

L3

was the college staff and faculty. However, edequete reﬁrESentation of ' .

-
(]

’ Y
other groups. and individuals did exist in the committee, which'confirms that

- \

program coordinators were following the atate guidelines on suggestedf N

‘ > ! . Y ‘
. R .
. . . . . . " ) ® .
.

.~ - , Y

A I
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v ¥

¢ommittee membership. ) “ ) . .
. > ’ . . .w- .
. . . . ‘ . N
. The two majer problems ob the advisory committee centered around
\ , ) : .

. o - . (
efinition and membersapathy. Findimg a suitable meeting

o ‘- M ( .
roblem reported by the pespondénts ‘along with the problem

r . " - °

. s . . S
of members' communica ;7 members' feelipgpowerless, members' dividing,into
. - r " >

’ . - : - ’
factions of controul, membéry’ lackidﬁ of knowledge,’ and members.! feeling-that

the member§"role

v

time was ahother

. . o . ‘ M 1
- . ¥ 3 - s *
too much time was required. . N . 1
»

' 14 . - . . -
- -
. -

, ‘ ' N :
Advisory committees dppcdrgd to be relatively effective.at the

rogpuctive community college Ldmbquﬁ'SinCe it was reported that committee
L v . M ‘ ‘ .
- ¢ . N S . Y ) L
récommendations were usually. accepted by school vfficialg. Advisory
¥ - -~y .
’ 3 o f

’ o ‘e & -
special education fatulty more than other groups on;‘d@pus. Beyond this .
: - ' ' ' A - K ! 3 kg N ".:- - '
dircct'pru%rdm impact, advisory committees hgd little effect on, the rest of
- N - . IR
the campus as a whule,dnd almost no impact on the wellege BQdFd\Of Governors.

' L .

. . \ '
The .issucs whieh ddVisory|cummittucs dealt with during,1979-80

centered around services provided to the student. The’ shift “in 1980-81 was —
. ’ 4 . .

toward impreving progrdam operations_ and the curriculum ayd instruction.

' e d . . .

- -
-

i} * J‘ ) . . . ’ . K !
.. Programs %and services for the ‘handicapped have seeh a steady rise in the amount

-~

of services and Suphisticgfiun o{ progrdms éihce the early days of the handi-

capped programs. ' Similarly, the ﬁhifts in advisory committee agenda items
- . \ S
' . ; . - .
“have demonstrated this cth§e1 For example, ofice architectural barriers’ -
] 1 . ' i

were idénfifleq'and eliminated, for further discussion was needed:. In 1979-

- I3 '3

80, 9.é'%ethnt of the agenda items dealt with atchitgctural barriers and

. ° e . . -
only 7.6 percent of tnose agenda items were anticipated}fpr 1980-81: <

v N .
L

Simildrly, items deling.ufth'tﬂe delivery of student“services went 'from

2875 ?érc;nt of the agenda items in l979;80'g:M55.6 percent of Ehe.antigi; Tt
; . P . ’ . \, - . ( ‘ !
‘ ' . ) . f‘ ‘ ,
o o 12 , :

N s, . .
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p‘;ted agenda items.for 1980-8L, To repeat, oncg servic

»
<

less' discussion wag peeded. . . '

) On ttte:‘otﬁe'r-hand,‘items which dea],t with program operations wenf?"’

.from: 20.9 percent of*the agenda 1tems in 1979-80- to 25.2 perCenl.’ of the
»
‘e

\,ntxupdted agenda items for 980—81 and 1tems which dealt with curriijlum !

R
and’ x,ne?ruction went from 19.7 percent of the aﬁsxda itéms in 1979—80 to 23.1

[ 4 77 .
" . , .
percent of the anticipated items for 19\80-81 ThLee shl.f indicated that

probmn\b now pr§v1de basie services and the emphasis of ddvisory commi.ttees )
- oo , ,

—

hd.':/ﬂoved t%wd:d improving the quality and sophistication of the servicms, p
. L 4 a .

AY

o .

agd the academic programs.

. ‘ -

*

, Réspo‘ents 'generdlly favored the cont‘uation of' a'dvisory c;)mmit—

'.‘ disability _group. Respondents 1nd1c.ated that the program coo;dinator should

tees, séparate from the __é ggm,ﬁlganuﬁd_m_m_inﬁumal—b%whéeh—

alluwed for the discussion of new issues ‘not ‘on agenda, And whic.h dealt with

, -

short range spgoific purpose, lssues. Respondents did not desire more -

(3
~ L3

advisory co%n,;_uge meetings and did not waht _separate committee& for each

-

4

not contro] the advisory committee, I:ntetestingly, Mrity of the “

committees were controlled by the gtogra'm"'toprdinator.’ e N

-

On the issue of committee recommendations, the respondents expressed
, ; [N

the opinion that recommendafions should be 1mplemented byﬂchool offimls'-

~

"but indicated tliat committet_ members '‘gshould not expect school officials to

< il — g mm e me e e———

B . .tlg'

accept: all pof thelr recommendations. vThe respondents also 1nd1cated that
) L
.

committee members should not end:?ts all committee decisiong, and ,tnat re-

© ports’ from dissenting members shofld be permitted.- , . m -

-

Based upon the abqve findings, the authors would like to make the

following recommendations. We belleve thl:’nstltutifhg of these ideas will



‘. - , i ) . »
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. - ! .
lead to successful functionlng of advisory committees involved with community

.

cdllege Hdndicapped programs and services. . ° . .
. 2o * .‘ é e, ' ¢ ' - . a N
LT . - ECOMMENDAT IONS - .
_ am . 1.) Advfsory committeed for Handicapped Studeht Programs and

Vs oL
§eg01ces should bé bfttét organized with more written directives such,as a

I3
4

[ -

statement of purpose, by-laws, pembership criteria, and reporting procedures.
P . '

/ 'i, This study found that advisory committees lacked written directives.
N . _2)) Adbisory conmittees for Hdnq1lapped Student Programs and

.ot * ! ‘
Services should have chairpersons chosen from outside the college staff. "’ A
. .

h} ‘ ’ - ’
" y more effective model of advisory commfiftees stpucture involved a committee
. . e " . /

.
’

-

- ! chairper;qn chbsedﬂfgpm the community. The type and quality of advices pro-

) . duc;d"by an ahvi;dry commi ttee reEch}ed the community which the college v

- ‘was sérviég when the chairpersen wés chosen from the community. ~ . '
T , . . -

. ‘ 3) rIl:d}viduals respongjbleffor mcmbersﬁip selgc{z:; should

-
. . 2

S 7“ . - ] R L /. F 4 .
T attempt tgp* have 'a better balance of members representing the cofffimynity. The
S * ' - .

, )" Y findin I's study found,théi the largest gtqups Of representatives were
. at . N . . - )
" from the Community. Larger pércentages of community representations could
¢ e ’

produce d'hqre community responsive committee.
14 . .

N . 7 CT .
K ' : 4.) Holding meetings during evening hours, -and helding luncheon

?

meetings at the college expense should alsa bé explored as a means of in- |

<

creasing attendanct. This study. found that .meetings weré'heHl at the
. ®£° . . ' .
\ , educators' .convenience qﬁs not at the convenience of community members.'ﬁm

5. ) Training sessions for new and cont{nuing advisory committee

: -
.

~ members should be devel . Very few éxisti:’ committees operaled formal
N A A ‘ .

3 ) .
. training programs. Many of the coordinators* expressed that they would like

= their members to be awate of the cellege findnctal situation and to make

S

" S 14
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appropriate recommendatijons, however, they fail to Erain their members.

o

. Topics qoul%ﬁ&ﬁélude membery' responsibilities,“ngpurting'procedures, apd
. ' — o
; ?
cdllege and Program operationg. : - < -
6.) The California Association of Aost-Secondary Educators of the .

D£§abled (CAPED) shou}d establigh advisory committee standards which could ) .,
*r 5

. k) . , . ‘ N .
be used 4% gulduance to members working with advisory commitees,
..,
LS
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