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i ,f’ In October of 1977 the Co]!ege President. 1n1t1ated ‘the Performance o
-+ v Improvement Plan by assigning the four divisions specific data gather-"-
v _1ing and-assessnent respon51b111t1es. The Community Service Division, o
',’ " which administers all of’ Chemeketa 's evening, weekend .and outreach - -
e programs, was asked N . T
7 v to gather and display demograph1c data re]evant to program p]ann1ng o :;'t;
fifij o to d1sp1ay course offer1ngs by geograph1caJ 10tat1on t!roughout the ) ;y
R " District. . : i s . Lo T2
i;fa'f ;’* tg*%Sssess program qua]1ty from the perspect1Ve of students, . -; . ﬁ;;
S :l' 1nstructors and’ adm1n1strators ~ ) L Al
Y R T
) to determ1ne program strengths and weaknessés - ' _
,;7::;—é to determ1ne the effect1veness of advzsory commwttees to D1vf51on ,
programs - L ] _ . s L o
Th1s report fu]f1]]s that assxgnment B . Sl A;:
x}i". 7 . - ‘ . . ‘ . o A ' J Y L ) : 7
: Project Staff U o " .
. . ' o . o - v . - o
. Coordinator & Writer - Robbie Lee g
SR Demographic Data - - ¢ Y- . Mike K1rk1and o .
Course Offerings by Locat1on . Brenda McGiverin = 7
Survey of Program Qua ity - Robbie Lee . -
— Survey of AdV1sory Commi ttees - Alyidi M. Leach ' -
_ g Secretary . - _ Janet Ross o 7)
; ' o o ) : i ’ B - =
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7 COLLEGE DISTRICT ~ -

© population - - S IR
" -In past decades, nopulation growth in the tri-county area hds been both rapid ' -
_ " and consistant. This growth has averaged a little over 26 percent a decade’ since

- 1940; while the ‘population has increased between'21 and 30 percent. Current . ~

.- projections .suggest that the population will continue to .grow; howevers at a :

elower rates . Lo .

>
L

P O

1976 || 1980 ncrease | . -1985 . | Increase

i . - . ) . ﬂ'j_ R . - T
oL 260,400 |1 284,494 9.2 | 313,830 : . 8.3 y BT

n Total Population July | Projecied | % Projected L g
S p I
l
]

~-The proportional increase of the district's population residing in the urban b
~centers of the three counties has paralleled the general increase in population. =
“The: urban population ‘has risen-from 36 percent in 1940 to 62 percent in 1976."
_ These statistics indicate that urban growth exceeds rural growth, and that no

new urban centers _have developed from'the small towns in the distetct,

- * . POPULATION BY SIZE OF -URBAN CENTER. - ,
L o B
. ,10,000- 49,999 - g -7 :
N 2;500*-’9,999‘”§§ B o .
o - 1,000 -2,499 - (:. :
s 99 &uer B .
R - UNINCORPORATED- - R - - - ool
S | l0w207 307 M0TS0R -
;:ggguléyio@ éhgnggs thrcughdutitheﬁﬂistri;t{afe due primarilyéto m?gration." Wif
* Population Change R ‘ -
N T T Natural ~Net . % Due to =
- .| Net Change ,Increase | ° Migration Migration
e e | aess fooesms | 81.8 -
f_;“,TﬁéééinQures chiefly represent an influx of new residents into the Tri=County
w;},;;areaArather than out migration to gthen areas. -~ . . . }' o

T .‘;:.
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DEMOGRAPHIC paTA
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This.section of the Program Improvement Plan presents the d1sp4ay of the S
: demography of the Chemeketa Community College District. The purpose of :
5", colTecting, -displaying and analyzing this data is to set a framework from
which to ask spe¢ific questions about current and future programming for
- col]ege classes and services. ‘

T The data was col1ected'Tn three “general classifications: ‘PéﬁﬁTéfﬁon charac- —

_ teristics, Economic charaéteristics, and Educational .characteristics. They ‘
- are ‘presented first in-a composite of the College District, then by.units:
.. ‘Marion, Polk, and Yamhill Counties. It is the intent of this section to .
_ set-a historical basis to the datay display co]]ected data, and formulate

riticaa questions that -the data suggest B e I et

bl
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-t The median age of residents in the college d1str1ct was 28.8 years 1n 1970.
~~ Currently -it'is 29.5 years, which suggests the median age of residents n sthe
-7:. district.is rising. At the same time, the birth rate is declining, and it is¢
. increasingly d1ff1rult to predict when/if couples will choose -to havé children.
~ Further, the number of children becoming school age is decl1n1ng in. proportion -
?f’to the numbers of. residents entering- the 25 to 35 age group1ngs ;

1Age of populatlon

T “.'

‘18 64 - YEARS

-
R

,The med1an number of school years completed by res1dents of the tr1-county area
was 12.16 years in 1970.  The natienal -average was 12.2 years. Despite the

avarage attainment there were a number of d1str1ct res1dents—who comoleted C
far less formal educat1on P

- ifﬁ Adults Nith Ath Grade Educat1on or Less . 3 552 '\A LT
,E:Adults Not Fln1shed ‘High- School B 50 07 .. .- - CT

ifThe ‘same census showed that. 6. 5% of all d1str1°t adu}ts were enrolled 1n ‘
cont1nu1ng educat1on BEE ,W - . -

lmost paradox1cal;y, the tr1-county cumulat1ve percentage of high school.
dropouts has been increasing rapidly. State Department of-Education, records
(,tof part1c1pat1ng school districts indicate that the dropout rate in the tri-
icount1es ‘was~'12.5% in l97l . In" 1975 it was 28.5%. ) -

ngh School B s , — —_— :z
~_Graduations: .6-Year Average 1975 ~ 1976 ' -
- —Percent students N E - ‘. A~
1;1;5Enro}led grade nine - 77°9§ 73°53 75'96 -

“a

i The number of children 1n the tri- county publrc~schools 1ncreased unt1l l97lu
S Since then there has” been a slow stab1l1zat1on of. school enrollments ’

- Economxl - . ; . - L

RN

The tri-county area has been character1zed‘by a fluxuat1ng but upward rate .
~.of economi¢ growth over the past 30 years. This. growth has been digtributed .
urievenly over the economic sectors, -there being a marked decline in agr1cultural

employment, and nominal to large increases in commercial-service and manufacturing -
} employment Reta1l1ng and service 1ndustry growth concentrated 1n Marion and e




N fPolk counties during the 1960-70 period. Yamh11]<Eounty¢ in contrast, declined

- progressively. in regional economic importance in this areh. Yamhill comprised

'33f22119 6% of -all comnercial service employment in ]940 but only 16.2% in 1970. oL

var:_The dec]ine in the trad1t10na] economic base. -lumber and food prod:~ts - has

been unevenly distributed thrpugh the area. The smaller 'sawmills. ana food pro-

- ,fnfcessing plants ir the rtra] areas have been, primari]y affected by this decTine.

" A nimber of large food“processing as well_ as_pulp and paper plants began, opera-
_tions in the larger c$t1es at-'the same time as the rural areas were exper1enc1ng

L the decline.” . - -

—_—

’;:To a. very‘]arge degree, reg1ona] economic growth has resu]ted from and is reflected

-~ by the growth -of Marion“county as a major employment center. The availability
- of public services, a skilled }aborkmarket, and- specialized commercial and -
. 'administrative operations have spurred a high rate of economfe growth. )

. x:The fo]]ow1ng tab]es\conta1n data bas1c to the emp]oyment,and income averages

. growth. Both established and flew’ re51dents in the District with previous

—  unemployed; poor, and/or who have -not- completed-high school .or-earned an

i;;; for the co]1ege district. _
e ZUnenplozment :'
* . ~[Tabor Force . 1975 . . - 1976 LT -
‘"‘—,—,:;;tNot Employed - . — L e, T
R w2 9.8 | T ok
.. Earnings and Income T
B /1969 - T 1975 1976
5ff:f:Average'Emp]oyee Earnings - . . 9,063 - 10,008
" Median Family Income . = - 8,866 .- 13,131 .
K Percent of- annual change e T : -
| 96975 , L co 6.92%
| ﬁMed1an House Ho]d EBL . / 0.8 L

. 7 - NCERN
The data suggest a need for co]]ege services and point to areas for potent1a§

“education and, adequate incomes W111 seek further education. Adults, who are !

o equivalency certificate need college services; but may not s\ek them read11y
The data also suggest questions for the co]]ege as it cons1ders meetlng the
»needs of the peop]e descr1bed 1n‘th1s report

BT
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Marion Count "nta1ns 67% of the popu1atxon of the Chemeketa Communxty College I
District herein, 46.2% of the population residé in Salem, 17. 8% in other - B
$”and" towns, und 36.0% in rural areas. v S
R ‘7 N POPULATION 0 . o~ ﬁ__. - ~\. ':;:,
ST "BY SIZE OF ' URBAN CENTERJ - L-fjf"”‘“':”e_.f_“,;"“'"“““""é-—'f
Il R N R r N b 1‘- . L . -
L oL I 50000 & OVer  jmmp e i q = R ) L.
S o 7 2500-9999 = | R e T :
S T eeaee L T
E 7. - & under ¢ v A ’ . . .
f ’ —uninc;rporotod — .| N / ' S o .
J : - . } | -5
. 20% - 40% 60%‘ ao%»’ ' oo
iMarxon County has exper1enced steady population growth durxng the past decade, L fo
iand projections 1nd1cate a contxnuatlon of this_trend. S
ST e : SRS
SEE T | B R L \A‘ <
. - Tota] Popu1at1on July Projected | % ProJecte | # b Lo
L . 1976 ©.. 1980, | Increase 1985 | Increase: B
IR | - , | S | .
,; ~ - : 173,030 184,921 | 9.4 203,334 ; 17.3 - hES
: - ' S ——— ! ‘ .
- The change’ or growth in thewpopulatlon of the county can be attrxbuted pr1mar1]y ‘ :
to mlgration 1nto the county - '
7Popu1at1on Change . v 0
: Net‘ ‘Natural .- . Net .- % Due to . T
‘ ‘| Change Increase - _Migration:  Migration
SO 5,373 1,027 6,400 84.0 . . :
A;;;>k~4_uo - : "

Between 1971 and 1974 the percent of change or growth due'to mxgratlon was 49. 0%¢ v
-. The trend continued and produced 84.0% of the growth between 1975 and 1976. .

. The mad ,ity of the populatxon of Marwon County is between 18 and 64 years of age . f B
; v ¢ N T /
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' The median age of the residents of Marion County is 30.5 ye&rs While the bulk °
- of the population remains under 30 years of ‘age, “the number of children under
10 years of age is-stabilizing. A continuation of this trend will result in the .

median age of the county population increasing rapidly in ‘the next ten years.

s . - =~
. . ' POPUI.ATlON . o
e BY AGE AND SEX ¢
. o f s . . . ceitiae
‘::! .....:.........::.';“i. ! ' " N G;EE' B
N . 80484 . o BBE S o s .. 80-84 - . ,
15-79 . . . 8E.008 . e e . 75=71% -~
L. 10RTe N . . . BkE.EENE, . i 70-74
e 65-69 . . . _ .NSEE.00E00 . .:3:::,,, T 3
g A+ T ‘oeen.osenn . %8559
T ‘ “850-54 . (TTT TN [ ] S o 50-54
- © AS=49 , seans.aesin . 45-49 ' - .
T~ A0~44 . 40=44 .
T 35-39 . seins.onnis | . 35-39 P )
30-34 - N TR n"un s . 30534 - o8 .
I -2%9=29 . . 0008SR8.00000000 . . 25-29 . A N
26-24 ¢ —- - _ 003000888, sRasuenes.’ . 20-264 . ,: -
T oase . ‘SOOENEREGR ENNENNNEN. . T 13-1977 - . ~ o -
10-14 ssnednsass. lllllllll .. 10-14 t 1!
0%5~-00 . . SE0000A3.00008048 -. o 03-09 - X . . g -,
- . 00-04 . . dosseea. lllllll . . : 00-04 - . ( l 7
- :a...o....o enete .'; otie ‘;7. \
. MALE = PERCENT -~ ' FEHALE . , ‘t
) @ -~',\‘; = :° - ,:
. ¢ . E e - —
’1;Fjgures from the l970 census 1nd1cate that 21.4% of the population (32;392 7 :f%
,residentg) had not finished high school. Still, the median highest grade. ==
'completed for county residents was 12.3 years. The dropout rate calculated e
2 he 9th.grade:enroliments graduating from Mariog.County high schools ;=
ewas 3.6%. This rate is much higher than ‘the 1971 figure of 12.5% for "the °
Z:trl-countiess but lower than the 27. 2% for Mar1on County in l975 2
: _7,1Hj9h;$b&ool . 5-Year - ' ‘ = .
-+ | Graduations Average - 1975 . - l976- S
.| Percent students . § NN ) » d
| Enrolied Grade Rine 778, ¢ 718776 4 .
= ther enrollment data on Marion County Schools have 1mplications far educa-
L ‘tional planners - . .
I . - . 3
" SchiooT EnrolIments Grades 1 - 8 24,028 - .
'.' School Enrollments.Grades 9 - 12 . S 11,638 “ -
~ AdultsoWith 4th Gradeé Education or less 2,448 -
* Adults Not Finjshed High School 32,392 ~
" Median Grade Completed ’ : 12.3 A
- Adults Enrolled in Cont1nu1ng Education 5.6% . -
14 6 v ) -
I SN 7 ,
w 1w ¥ C




\ Economic

Total employment in- 1975 was 70, 800
non-agricultural.
and retail tr

manufacturing decreas1ng 1/2% by 1985.
S 1970 !mtc
S ' 59,400

\ -

47,400
PP 100
- 2,300
7,575
(3,379)
{900)
(775)
(25)
(275)

Hboq Producte
Antod rroductc ?

3.1
. *"10 150 17.1
?‘2 750 * 6.6~
«- 7,100 11.9
15,600---26.3
b ! ~ (1,200) 2.0

- IPA - Inquirc.nntc SQetton
m 15. 1976

de, services, and manufacturing.
employment-areas will continue to hold the majority of wurkers w1th on]y

¥

~

1975
70,800
60 050

100

3, 075
9 250
(3,950)
X875)
(825)
(25)
(500)
2,075
12,550
3,450
9,550
20,000
(1,300)

Ishare

\

848

1'6

103
131
5.6
1.2
1.2

x
i

\

1

1

t

03 |}
———(650)

2.9
17.7
4.9
13.5
"28.2

i

81,700
71,000

100
3,300
10,400
(4,200)
(815)
(850
@s)

+»200
lS 125 -

Approximately 85% of all employment was
The 1argest.emp1oyer was government, followed by whol
Projections. indicate thes

03

79
2.7

18.5’

\A4 075 * S.0

12,00 -
23,750
(1,400)

147
2901

(4,400)
(800)
(875)

(25
(825)_
2,400
17,250
4,675
i4,300

. 277300

{1,550)

]

Among emp1oyed res1dents of Mar1on Gounty, the averagg_earn1ngs 1ﬁ%}eased 8 8%
between 1975 and 1976, going from $9,196 to $10,008. The-Marion County median
family -income in 1976 was $13,285, up fro

This represents an. aniual “increase of 6.64% per year from 1969 to 1976. The
median-effeéctive buy1ng income ‘of householts jn Marion.County was $11,039 in -

1975.
buy1ng 1ncome of less than $8 000.

Téf]Z ,670 in 1975 and $9,014 in 1969.

KJ

Forty nine percent of Marion County households had an effect1ve buying

1ncome between $10,000 and $25,000; hcwever, 35% of househo]ds had n effective

[

- oo

- 1959

- ’ Earn1ngs & :Income

1975

1976

Average Employee Earnings /
Median Fam11y Income. 9,014

Percent o ual Ghange
196975’ ”"JE} “

- .

Median Household EBI
Percent of househo]ds in EBI Groups

S 7,999 -
8 ooo - 9,999 {

10,000 - 14,999  |.

15,000 -'24,999 " |- " )

.725,000 and, over - }

9,196
13,205

11,039

3

10,008

------—---‘--..—-----p--------—--—--

2.6
"18.9
5.1
15.6
29.9
1.7

-
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;E Income‘Tax Returns Report1nq A usted Groas Income (AGI) - .

. " -3,999

- 4,200 - 9,999 \ . Co.
" - 19,000 = 14,999 - A - IR

- 15,000 - 245999 18. 9% = - \ - : ‘

S - 25, 000 and over g 6 2% \ . RO e
,‘\ ) - B

o Marlon County has'gn estlmated 30 501 residents 11v1ng at or below poverty 1eve1 B

‘as defined by the federal government. The greatést concentrdtlon of these are
dn the Salem area, where 9,605 people are definedias poor. Other concentrations.

é:', of ‘people with incomes be]ov poverty level are in Jefferson w1th 1,137, Stayton_
3 unth 319 and Hubbard with 796. 'S :

. o ]
] ) : wher‘e aré the Poor? ) oL

1975 1976. - L L e
- . " ) 7 / 7 .. e '- * , W 7-3
10.3%  9.1% = 7 L
Thece percentages ref]ec a mo"tb} average nunber of unemp]oyed in the 1abor N
Force of 7,300 persans 3975 and 7,010 in 1976. P
. . . . )




Po]k CountY ha¢ an estimated popu]atjon ‘of 41,400. on July 1, 1976.
County residents, who represent 15.

POLK COUh.TY CHARACTERISTICS

" © Tive primarily in smaller towns or rura] areas. :

.'.A'

.

5 000 & nvﬂ'

POPULATION

R @
BY SIZE OF unéA(N cemen
ANE -
"

15000~

" .
.‘?suo-— 9999 .

.
-
~ 8 .

0,

1000 - 2499

Yoe
, 999 & under

‘Uhincorporated

o ¥

e,

-

&

n

¥

0%

\/» 20% 40% - 60% 8

k1

o

Polk . -
8% of population of the College D1str1ct,.

The popu]atwn of Po)k County 1ncreased 1. 9% between 1975 and 1976. and pro- .
Jections mdicate continued gpoith. '

?”/':a

Tota1 Populatwn Ju]y

1976
4),400'

1
Projected 1 %" :
1980 : Increase -
44, 797 l\ 2

"Projected
. 1985

" 49,263

1

l“‘ %

R
|

:' Increase | |".

18.9.

A

—vv‘

7T
H AT

a g The 1.9% popu]at'aon 1ncrease represents 800 new reswdents, the
n ‘mgrated 1nto the ‘county. A .

P}

57%
13-64 YEARS

‘ S o |{fet - "L Natural | Net- - ‘% Due to“
S«.,=. - |]Change | Increase Migration | Migration
f 800 | 155 645 ., 80:6

.y

ity of v}h;plh' )

.

a,

\ The dwstrfbut'aon .of the populatwn by age in Polk- Cnunt_y is s1mﬂar to that of
Si the College District.

L

s
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> The median age of Polk Codﬁt&’residents is 27.3 yearé.
.. the trend. is_toward an increase i

o
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and government with 16.8%.
_in the county.

i
b

>

'Total-employmént im 3975 was 76,550.
57.8 of all employment in Polk County, the largest

. Schbols Enrollments Grades 1- - 8 55570
- School Enrollments Grades 9 - 12 2,928
. . Adults With 4th Grade Educaticn or less 468
A -Adults Not Finished High School -7,836
S ~Median-Grade Completed - ’
i " Adults Eprolled in Contihuing Education
P 9 T

¢ Y

-~

-

RE Other data further degcribe the education of Polk CoLnty }égidents:

£

12.2
8.4%

, ‘As. in Marion County,_
n the average age. . ° ' '

@

E ig:ﬁhiié the average highest gradéﬂcompletea’ﬁai P01k'63unty residents iAL]Z.Z, ,
~ - there-are indications that thé percent of high school graduates is dropping:

. ,.'High'Schodi ) 5-Year A "
| Graduations " . Average 1975 . 1976 .
‘;7”: : o K3 AN
-1 Percent Students ; Lo, ] e
.Fyﬁgnrgllgd'Graqg;ﬂjne . "§7917 79.0° . 76.1

-

* Non-agricultural employment accounted for
being in manufacturing with

ernm Projections through 1985 show agricultural employment
declining while,manuf%cturing;QOVernment and’services remain-the major employers

20.2%

~

&




~ ) \
P ) v _1970 ZIshare  _1975  %Share  \1980 ZShare 1985 ZShwre
li;: TOTAL DMPLOYMENT v 13,800 S+ 16,550 . a0 L 20,750
P, Totel. uon-.rzcuxeg§.1 Begloyment - G150 59.0 V9,515 51 AL200 s34 12,350 ses r
N hantn; T ;\‘3\ a8 A;**TTS'”’/ 5 i3 ) 28 .11 R
Conntructioa “ “f L MR ,3oo\Mv 2.2 - 2504 1.5, - 325 L7 -~/ ;so"' 3
thu!octuring LT CLL T 3,025 219 3,350 2002 “3,725 19.8 ./ 3,825 ° a’&“ -
g Yood and Kindred Products (675) 4.9 . (615) 4l 725 3.8 @25) .
- ‘Lumber and Wood Products’ -, C(1,475) 1075 T (1:55)  9.2° am)u.mesy\
i Paper:and nu.a,rmum ; - ) : v .- \\,
27 Primary Mitals - ooy oo R - f—f‘»rf\i
5 =:3 tran-poxtuetou lquip-nJ: - L "(25)' 1 ] ' (25)- - 113**‘33:“7nii;3" a2 3ufi
" Transportation and PubMc Utilities A28 .10 . /s 10 7 250 . 1.3 LA VY
[ -:Vholesale and Retail Trade 1,215 9.2 1,300 7.8 - 1,425 7.6 1,585 Y23 . %
© . Finence,’ Inouunco and Real Eastate 325 2.4 550 ‘28 . a0 2.1 . dgs? 2.0 ,‘_ =
" services - . 800°. 5.8 . "1,350° 8.2 . 1,875 9.9 . 2,325 112" .
;oaygfnq,pe ’ _ %3000 167 T 2,715 168 3,175 6.8 - 3,515 17 2"
Rederal 100) 10, 1) o- . (00 L1 - () L1
- Source: . A S

“‘ - lnquimn Section - . L
“Mazch 15, 1976 - . : ‘ o oL
Information re]evant to earmngs and income of Polk County residents indicates. a
{rising average fami]yqincome between 1969 and 1976. 'Data in: 1975 also establish
the median household effective buying power at $10,601, and show the percentage :

~of households at different effective .buying ]eve‘rs. ;

e
e

N Earnings and Income
- "1969 1975

' 9,249 |
13,2056

1976
Average Emp]oyee Earmngs 10_;10.4
Median Family Income

*~%"Annual Change 1969-75

8,891

Median Household EBI

-0 -
8,000 -
: 10,000 -
15,000 -

e % Households in EBI Gronps . "

7,999
9,999
14,999
24,999

25, 000 and over
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i State fncone tax returns for 1975 show the following data for Polk County:

. Inc‘om“th rejﬁpﬁns reporting Adjusted Gross Incomes of . y

. : v ;
R 0= 3,999 *30.2% - ‘ -
EXE " 4,000 - 9,999 - 25.7%

e " 10,000 - 14,999 18.2% - ‘ -
15,000 - 24,999 -~ -18.7% .. o 2
s+ . -25,000 and -over 6.1% :

°

'{—Pé],k» Coynty‘ﬁéé'ah ‘e;:'timatied 7,659 re‘sidenrfs vang at or below the ”pove?fty level.’ ,,
:2- - The greatest.concentration of these residents are in Monmouth with 1,249, Dallas .
;- _.with 1,147, and Independence with 704. - -~ . - . . SR

o>

3 .
3 . -
. R

- " ) l. - Wwveare the Poop:?x_ o, -

< e ) T
- s § ~ -
=T . " - ~om - - S
Tre Ty - - K . . . . -
-~ . . R . < N - . - .
g . . B

*
T SMING . -
P . VALY Sl TR Jrdn b 2 VI

T e LT - : SR
~._In 1976, the average monthly.unemployment in Polk County was 8.2%, down from S
T M1.1879071975.  These perceritages represent a monthly average number of un- _ Ra

’ﬁqbpl'oy’jéd ‘p’e‘r:,s'?‘r_ts in’f-t‘he labor ‘force at 1,500 in 1975 a_nd 1,490 in 1976.

oAl . s w6 - |0 <A

| Labor Force. 4 ‘ - o~
*.| Not Employed . . - 11.1% 8.2% . . 3

¥

[}




- " YRILL COUNTY CHARACTERISTICS | SEEE S
‘ Yamhill County had an estimated population on Jrﬂy 1, 1976, of 4:» 700 people.

. This represents 17.5% of the Chemeketa Community College District's population.

__The county has 67.4% of its population spread evenly over cities and towns

" _ranging in size from 610 to 12,640 persons. ‘The remaining 32.6% of the popula-

tion resides in the rura‘r areas of the caunty. -
SR T ROPULATION s

) BY SIZE "OF URBAN CENTER ~ :

’ ‘X"‘“ . 50000 & over 4 | ; ﬁ T
AT - {oooo-4999r—j--'-Q Py . Y -,
) K 2soo,-9999 Pl BE SRS e

S . iooo 2499 pmep | | L LT -
Ce 999 e«udpr -‘ i 7 ’ . } “ o
SE mEeT L _ .uninarborotodr ‘—'——' 1 7 a ')7 oo .

R m; 40% —oou, - eoss"*" .
- o ‘;

:"_in population, which is predicted to continue . C e

O Total Population‘\]hgx}y ‘ Projected E' i’ro.i cted
N ’45,7_00. 54,776, 83 61*223 Tase .

Th:ei mbmy of i nCrease in the popuiation of Yamhill County comes froar migra-

L

ha_nge . Increase Migration+|. Migration K

|, 800 2713 .| .us7. | 65.9- L7
- R Y . O L o L N
Almost 60% of the population of Yamhill County is .over 18 years of 5g\e“.

" 18-64 YEARS

7L$ke the rest of the College District, Yamhill County is experiencing an increase o

6 || . 71980 .Increase . 19p5. | Increaceff{

tidn, which accounted for 65.9% of the County s i ncrease between 1975 and 1976. |

Net ¢ | Naturdl - Net %-Due;,to 1o S




lhe median age of County residents is 30.6 years. As in the other cuunties,
data suggests that the average age-will 1ncrease o h o _
Soo SUTSt ., POPULATION L LT T
o T ﬂ', BY AGE .AND SEX' T e a {,f'{;;
o AGE 'oooo'oooo'oooo';ooo'ooo‘o'oooo‘?oooo'ooooo‘ AGE ) o ‘Ar e
.= : o« @8 , s _a8s
. “‘.‘ ° - e . ‘e . .. - e o c o 00-86
%=19 . . -~ BB ey e o 1579
o A Y ) - . C s, 10-16. e ) -om ¢« . o 70=74
ST L, O 65-6% .. . e .an.mn [3 o . o 6569
o - L 0= - o o ‘:'slm 0IRE . . s . 80-64 .
55+59" o ‘e . shepe.neses - . e o'55-39
S0-34 -GB80E. 80008 $0-3¢
* ' 45=49 , 9080000000 45-40
A :::;: - S800N.08008 ;g:;:
. T30-36 .- soesed.messes. . | 30-34 .
> 128=29 &~ SESNNN. DS80S 25-29
20-24 > +500000004 . 000000008 . - 20=24
15-19 000N 0D0000 . S000SNN0NES o [5=19
10-14 & ' SONGEGOOOS.BESENONNNE . . 10-14-
X C05-0% & .. . '}i:,ll.lllil{ms. T e e 08209~ -
. s 00=06 o e . '"“"o.”...s o « » o 00406
- “Sesseten 0... ¢ V’oo cote .’..."'..’.‘0—-- -
LR T z; K ,,? -1 -
R ‘ "nn.e . PElCE“! = 7 . F!NAl.F B -
’i h . ) -
;The medfan highest grqde completed is 12. 0 for Yamhill County residents f'hei' T
,;:dropout rates 1n Yamhill (:ounty schools show a- decrease between 1975 and l976. Lo
gnglff’SP?;llool" 5'-'v’e'ai e A R
;Gradu'étions' o Average - . 1975 R 7
~ | Percent students © =~ - o~ . T | - ’
3 z::,;'errolled grade nine - 76.4 69.8 72.7 -
- TR ¢ - i M ._{ . "
The l970 Census data further detalls the educatlon of Yamhill County residents
"~ School EAroliments Grades 1- . 6,723, -
.. School; Enroliments Grades 9-12 3,49 , h
© - Adults With 4th gradé Ed or less - 636" o
{’ - Adults Not.Finished. High School ' 9 789' . =
~ 1 "-Median-Grade Conpleted X - 12.0
- Adults Enrolled in Continuing Educat1on : 5.7%

o

e Econom1 ¢

. f'*f»l’otal employmen( in the county in 1975 was l7,800 persons. Non-qgrlcultural
.employment accounted for 65.4% of employment. -Manufacturing, wholesale and
: retail trade;-services, ard government are the major employers in the county.
_Agricultural- employment, #hich accounted for .34.6% of the county 3 employment ‘
1n l976, is projected to\de':rease\gnly slightly by 1985.

AT PRI, 3 st
7\~ _ . /A - 7 ; . ;_




1970 2shure 1975 ZShare 1980 Xshare 1985 ° xshm 7
TN BOLOT: T - 14,500, 17,000 -, 2045 . 22,800
Total Nou-egricultufal Employment 9880 67.4 11,650 65.4 13,500 66.0 . 14,600 4.3 .}
N e g - . .. : - R
- Hist L .50, 34 s .8 s .37' S os0 22
L0 h1ovt a0 2.0 Y toaso 227 - s00. 2 z

LT o900 19:9— - 3,550 19.9 , H05 198 4,200 -8
ORI G 29 L oam o——'—(sm—rs*a“
5. 9 50 L @0 A8 (900 44 {e00) 3.5

(et s) 19 (300) i7" (300) 1.5 @) ‘L2

e a1 TQI5) | 1.0 (225)., 3.1 (250) -
: éhmporuuon Rvipacae . ceot G2 36 - (e - 3.a (825) 4.0 930). 42

l‘romortozlououdmuc Ueilieses, o 375 26 - 7 40 zm2 . CPas0-22 7 300 '2.'2*

T, 2,000 137 T8 125 2,525 12.3' . 2;006 123
" 500- 3.4 600, 3.4 (675 33 s 3.'

. L9516 2400, 138 7 ©2,825 13.8° " *3,225' ,
SLT0 12,0 L 2,005 116 - 2,450 1z.§n N 2.aoo 12,82

(12) - .8 sy a7 (150) i"’ e

. The median Yamhi1l CQunty family income rose between 1969 and l976 at an annual
_rate of increase of 7.0'% per year. The median effective buying income of house-
“holds in Yamhiil County was $10,335 in 1975, and 1in 1976 the average employee

:’barning was $9 912, up l3.4% over: the l975 average.

T o Earnings and Income ‘ >
1 A {1 s 96 AN
i r: Average Employee Earnings ’ s L0 8,744 9,'9l2 o . ]
: Med‘lan Family Income : 8,633 . 12,269 12,87¢ - {mmrmer ™
-} - % Annual’ Change 1969-76 IR : S 7.01 -0 =
"‘-»----”--'.-:'-'----_---'--l"'~-7-'~-'g~-‘./ N
; ¥ ”Median Vouseho1d Es1 " . C 10,335 AP R
=y Households in EBI Groups N - . o '
0.~ 7,999 ' . S 38,3
‘3_8:000,-9’)99 . w97
- 10,000~ 14,999 , ' oo 24.1
--15,000- 24,999 - .: N - 21.8 -
24 000 and over ‘ T — - 5.6 :




. State lncome Tax returns for 1975 show the following data on adjusted gross T
i-\come for Yamhiil County. 7 :

«‘ra
}.\

, : : w
Income tax returns reporting Adjusted Gross Incomes. >

0 3.999 28.9% . 1 ,*~

— — 4500695959 28,04 — ;
i 10000 14993
Uit - 715,000 ~24,999

187%' o R
25.000 and over’ M,

5.6% - -

Yamhill County has an estimated 8,a37 residents 1iving at o%pgjwthrﬁﬁ
. li)evel }'h: ggncer.trations of t‘hese residents are in_McMinnville with 1,276 and
fil wtonwt e T oe .

\ﬁi.),; = > A ‘74
I ’ A
- R SN
.: 1 N

é—Unemployment in,,Yamh 11 County—held a month]y average of 9 7% in 1976. down
~from_12. _xin”1975 ‘ ' )

S SRR SN
N -
- - R *,}{— [‘

e

“»

S 1975 1976 |- R
Labor Force = - - . | T

Hot Enployed 122 9.7

" These :oerce'nta}és equal a monthly average number of unemployed in the labor
force at 2,580 in 1975 and 2 090 persons in i976. T T o

18.8% - o S
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Chemeketa COmnuni Col‘lege. Donmunity Profi]e. °I975

Hid-Hjj tte Valley Counc’H of Governments. Population Growth in the
Mid-Hi tte Val]ey. May wn

3

o TF'I-County Region, Fe 5&&:?% 1974~

) Mid-Hillamette Va'l]ey Council of rGovernments. Sa]em Area Comprehensive Plan,
FRE -First Draft July. 1977 b3 -

b
Morrison. Peter A The Demo ra hic (:ontext of Educational Policy Planning_. ]
?;gzn Institute for Human Studies. New York:- Rand Corporation. February;

:; Qregon Department of Education. Stati\icai Summar J - Prepared for the 59th
:’.Dregon Legi slative Assembly. January. 1977. .

..—w'-"* '.?' ""‘“vv..-. ¢ L

S " .:m..-.. \

: ;?State of Oregon. Depari:nent ‘of Human Resources. Employment Division.
1 ccupationa] Employment Trends in the State of Ore g n, 1974- 1980. Decerner,

- Y .

State of Oregon. Department of . Human Resources. Emp‘royment Division.
~ Occupational Emglom%nt Trends in-the Governor's Administrative Planning
: ( D St?‘ .CtS ——E 4"' 9 0’ Cember. 19760 .. «;" . .

State _gj Oregon. Department of Human Resourres. State Comnunity Services -
Program. Social Accounting” for Oregon 1977, . Socio-Economic Indicators. 1977

. State of Oregon. Department of Human Resources, State- Conmunity Services
3 Program. Socia] Accounting for Oregon 1976, Socio-Economic Indicators. 1976.

U.S. Departnent of Comnerce. Bureau: of Census, 1970 Census. of Housing.
Hashington. DC Government Pr.ntirg Office. 1971. . L

U.S.. Office of Cducation, National Center for Education Statistics. "
State Educational Records and Report Series, Handbook VIII Comnunity
Information in Education. 1974 ,

L . - . .
o Mid-HiHamette Vall councﬂ oF Governments. Re gional Housin StatistTcal -
Profile;y A Resource cument on Housing Data in %ﬁ ﬁid-wil'lamette Va’l'ley

Tt . ) ) A : s LA




" SUMMARY ‘OF DATA DESCRIPTION
5

. DATA _ SOURCE* 4
- Po guiation. o Center for Popul,ation
St T ST Research and: Census. .
Tom;quuiation,f’: - pertland. State University . < ' iy
| _:A.‘.__‘msm‘_-:w_—,—i!ort«land,—gl" — Fstimates_fov;l 1_16____,
Age Grouw Estimates e STt Estimates for 7-1 76 - -
. 5 ¢ ) e - <
ls’opuiation by Age and W (“ e - _ Estimates for 7- -76
ex - e
= ; . . . . // - - ) i ) : S
\%rojected Popu]ation T L _ .Estim’a’tes for 7-1-;7,6* o
- 1980 1985, > IV LTt e .

Estimates for 7-1-7

o ?Urban and Rura] ~ e " S
..From 7-1»75 to 7-1- 76 BN
,eEstimates for 7 1-76

A .

For 1970

v—jiAdults Not Finished
::,Hi gh 'Schoo‘l

:Schoo] Enro] iments.
Grade 1-8 3

f School Enrollments. .
Grade 9-12

7 i 9th Graders who/ Department of Education . ' - For;ciasses of L+ CE
Js Graduate From High State of Oregon- . * . o 1975‘ and 1916 . ~
R ' . o .
. ;"—fAduits Eni‘o]ied in U.S. Census . For 1970
- .‘Cont. Edd . - : i . . . . L ki B
]‘_;—Economic' ( iy s | T,
- Effective Buying =¥ sales Management, Management | maiendar year;f X -
: Income . : Annuai Survey of Buying Power 1975 . -

-

U Median Family Income " Housing Division, Department " For Calendar years, -
SR . o of Commerce, State of Oregon 1969 and 1976. .




R Stmnary of: Data Description K N
‘?ﬁ:ﬁ\," Page 2 ‘ - < i . . ‘\/\/\-e '
w‘:‘v - “\ - — = o -7 . o7 " 3
& . \\ ) - 1 ’ ) . :
c . DATA ' _ SOURCE : YEAR
Tho N TR T ' N L
SR Ad_justedr(iross Income Department -of Revenue, For Calendar year 1975 '
- ~ ! St . State. of Or'eoon . ‘ T
e Unemployment _ * "Employment Division, For Calendar year 1976" z
o 3} __Department_of Human ; ,
LT / . Resource§, State of Oregon
. Averdge Employee B N " For Calendar year-1976
Eamings - . . . .
e Total Employment " T o " Figures Compiled or .
. / ' . Estimated, March 15, A
“ 1976 T, L
“ . [ . - ’ . ‘.“3 -
- . . r-"«’TI . N -y -
w . \ - e
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: DESELAY OF PROGRAM OFFERINGS BY GEOGRAPHICAL LOCAlION ]
The ’course offerings listed in the following report are displayed according
- to reimbursement classifitations of the State Department of Education

i'_f.' , i Lower Division Collegiate (LDC) - College parallel coursés which~ .
.7 7 < carry credits -transferrable to 4-year institutions where they
apply toward . a bachelors degree. ..

' _ Occupational‘Prepatory (VTP) - courses designed to prepare indiViduals '
'“;’*"for employment in. a*specific occupation i} I .

Occupational Supplementary (vts) - courses designed for indiViduals
v . who have. already. entered. an occupation but who. seek retraining or~
SN skill improvement torachieve Job stability or advancement o
'f' Reimbursable Other Education (OR) - courses which are self-improvement
**, in nature and not hobby-recreation P

Non-reimbursable (NR) - courses that are hobby-recreation in nature

Nhile most courses are displayed by ‘geographic location, those offered to

specific client groups are listed under the group classi fication. ,

ﬁ’Senior Programs - Nithin this classification most offerings are in

" 'the .SaTem metropolitan area. Other centers offer classes for older
adu]ts but do not prov1de full programs

‘ Communfti Events - {also includes women's programs) The courses
& are-aimed at community groups and tap current interests and .issues.
.« Courses are generally short- term and most are-in the Salem metro-
- 'politan area

-

Adult Basic Education includes ABE (1nstructﬁpn parallel grades l 8),

GED (instructional help leading toward a high school cer ficate of °
. “equivalency), ESL (English as a Second Language) and Hi ‘School '
T COmpletion .

d
2

S - = Special Programs_includes offerings designed for special clientele
“-_.~ . - Many of the.courses are funded through grants and contracts. Areas
- . of service include Health upations, Comprehensive Yome Economics,
Farm Business. Managemert, Smat] Business Management,“School Bus .

> Driver Training, Office Skills Training, apd Special Training for
Mentally Handicapped Adults ' ,

1

Throughout this section; “the End of Term Report was used as the source for
the: data. with the folloWing exceptions

T No Separate Coordinator Code for Seniors or Special Events !

o Sumier -1976, Summer 1975, Winger 1976 . , .
- Fall l976, Fall 1975, Spring 1976 - _ - :

.. Used Supplenental Report Fall 1975, Spring 1976
s ﬂsed( 4th Week Report Fall 1977 -

- Q i
—[:R\!: No Separate Coordinator Code for Specialz;gojects - all terms. ®
S L 37 : - 7Y

o
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71
. 4
' s L , ' s
: » .- Community Even‘ts Y Senior P'r{)grams e !
S ViP WS, R MR, a C VTP VIS W MR -
S. 77 0, 0~/ 0 27 -0 0 0’ 0 3 0
“F. .77 1 _0-- 1 17 10. _0r " _0 2 25 < 5 "
S. Total T 0 1 19, 710 . 0 0 2 28 5
V . % e \ ‘ . B "y
S, 76 0 0 0 2 0 o0 o 0 -3 0
F.” 76 . 0 0 0 6. 7 ' .0 0 0 12 7 R
T 5 . S . : . ‘
W7 2 0 T 12 9 0 -0 3 19 6
“-SP. 77 _0 _0, 0- 10 7 R 0 -0 - 0 28 6 R
= .- S Total . 2 0 1 30 723 ) 0 --""0 3 62.. 19 R
S. 75 0 o o .2 0 0 0 0 2 0
F. -75 -0 9 0 - 4 4 0 - > 0 0 8- 1 -7
W76 D Y 8. 4 0 0. "o 8 -0
- SP. 76 _0 .0 0 8 6 - 0 _0 0 10 0 :
S. Totai " 0 0,707 2 14 0. 0 0- T8¢ 1 ©
Total 3 0 2 . a7 0 0 5 18 25 - l
o h < s ‘ B ) < :!
The ‘numbers of OR and NR offerings argx not totally . tl
: acguratg singeib}ank?t numbers were used to-cover ’1
selected activities (i.e. Thursday Brown Bag and ° * -
Weekend. P_rogran}s).,‘ Thus what was counted as a . " \‘
single offering because it was scheduled once, fay - \ )
_ . have covered 10 different activities. S -k k
~ : ﬂ 30
29 ) \ -
- 4 . v 77; C- 15 ~
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3 . 54
10 . 59 -
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27 216
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; 362 ‘ 675
These figures 1nc1ude courses schedu]ed through

Chemeketa which -are taught by State of Oregon
employees: They are not paid by. Chemeketa, thus
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. PGSTRACT

?gﬁéhﬁfé part of the Perfofman;e Improvement Plan, this p}oject-is aimed at
" :measiring program quality, in the C-munity Service Division. Packets contain-

- ing an Instructor Survey and an instrument for each student were distributed .

——to-randomly-selected classes during the 10th week of Fall Term, 1977. Admin-

istrators were polled at the same time. The response rate was '89% with 2114

5?9',s§udent, 11§ instructor, ‘and-17 administrator questionnaires providing the

information for this analysis. The three different instruments focused on

"~ six_ components of ‘education and asked for opinions and judgments from each
- % group. The results indicated several strengths, in the Division prcgrans;

r

- example, students and.part-time instructors have a very positive image
. .theCollege, and students are well satisfied with their courses. -Program
weaknesses_also emerged: | “ople with lower levels of educational attainment

_, and Tower family incomes are not participating in Division courses proportion-
.. ate to their numbers in the District population, and the Division needs to

- develgpidr revise systemat.c procedures-for-several instruction-related ’

. actjvities. - T e T : . ' .

Y

o~

: .
- : o




NOTES ON INTERPRETATYON OF SURVFY RFSI ™™ .

"~ Most of the questionnaire items allowed six possib!é responses: a five point
scale, with one-being kigh and five low, and WA (not applicable to_you)f .

- The tables in this report were developed on the assumption that respondents would

. view three as a mid-point, thus anything better than mid (points 1 and 2) would

- indicate a positive assescment of quality, while anything below mid:(4 rr 5 on ‘
the scale) would indicate a negative evaluation of quality. , .

XMost . gMid . ..3least - EZMNA
tpoints 1 & 2) ~ (point 3) ° (points 4 & 5) -

1t‘was‘fufthér assumed that responses in the {ost column had to equal 4% or
more-of those surveyed to be important. Gauges of 20% or more were estanlished
for both the Least and NA columns.

A 3

-

- In several sections of each instrument, double scales were used, one to measure

- -the respondent's Ideal and the other to indicate the person's perception of
-the Real situation at that time. As before, points i and 2 on the scale were.
combined for the high, or Most column, and 4 and 5 for the low, or Least
column, Abbreviativas:within the column read: I = Ideal, R = Real, and D =

-~ Difference. The percentage of responses in the Real column was established

. as the-base figure and the positive (+) or negative (-) difference points were
computed. If the difference in the Most column was -20 or higher, *“t was
inter;ceted a signal of a difference between the Ideal and Real suf/icient
encugh to affect program quality. Likewise, +20 difference.points or more in
the Least and NA columns became important signals of potential detractors to .

quality programs. . : o

’

ou
54




STUDENT SURVEY ' ~

The P I, P sur&ey of 2,114 students in randomly selected gourées offered through
. the Community Services Diviston was designed to measure-program quality from
the student’s perspective. Twp components_of the‘questionnaire do this readily: .

, _ Table S-1 . T
Course Effeétivéness o : ‘i Yes % No % NA '
Courses helped me meet goals™ . 783 5 . 12
1'd recommend course . 92 5 3
' - 1'd recomme ' instructor 92 4 3
! < Plan to st subject further - " 80 . 14 6
Gained nev ' wledge = .89 5 . 6
" . Course helped-my personal growth 72. 12 16
Aided my participation in civic affatrs 22 33 45 - -
My expectations for the course were met 86 9 .5

* There.were high affirmative responses to items related to program quality.
_Particularly important, both in the strength of the response and the kind
of information gained, were the 92% who would recommend the course and

.. instructor, and the more than 85% who gained new knowledge from the course

- and felt that the course met their éxpectations. o ..

The lower response to the item on civic participation may be due to there
being few Division offerings in the subject areas associated with community
participation; government and civics. It may also be due to students not-
perceiving a conmection between the course and their roles as citizens or-
even to their not seeing themselves as a part of society. If nurturing the -~
. relationship between education and participation in civic and community affairs’
+is an important educational goal for Chemeketa Community College, the.Division
should seek further understanding of this response. .

The sectidn designed to describe course content produced the following responses :

©
Q\\

Table 5-2
. Caurse Content 3 % Yes % No % NA
Content adaptable to individual student needs 86 7 7
Materials appropriate Jevel of difficulty 83 -7 11
Course had practical application 87 6 6
Course was interesting e o4 5 = 2
Course was what instructor said it would be 91 2 7

The high percentage of "yes" responses indicates student {coi.umer) satisfaction,
and gives an index of quality to some significant variables in ‘he educational
process. . .

The questionnaira also attempted to measure a number of afeps that aid.’program
O Janning, and, as such, are,(hdicatnrs of program quality. s

ERIC _ .
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i;. Student’s .a1so described the behaviops of their instructors In so far as the .
"~ characteristics 1istea reprasent teacher’ behaviors that are important, their
= presence or absence in the c1assroom can bacome an index to program quality

DA N R PN . . ~ e

%;; Students‘were askeo;toﬁtndjcate their reasons for enrolljng-in the course. ,.

o N WHW7'Yﬁ" Tabie S-3 Tt -
f;fbf  Goals Of Course 0T . %Most % Mid 2 least % NA
" Job Preparation; Advancenent - - 48 10 ° n .3
. ° Earn Degree or certificate . , 38 . 8 16 38
‘ Interest in the subject - 63 15 ‘12 9
- Personal growth, development - ° 36 18 - 18 26 -
“Develop hobby or leisure interest « - 26, + 10- - 24 40
. . Health and safety~ . 17 8 Y 58
. Betterment of home. family. community 28 . 14 . 19 | 40

- . o=
>
-

SL“iect 1nterest is c]early'the strongest response and is ‘1ke1y an. 1nd1cat9r

.~ that these students were enrolling in specific courses for their individual
?T~ content rather than selecting courses related to credential requirements or

broader .frameworks. -The fourth rank of persenal development reinforces this -

1nterpretation Both suggest that, planners cannot depend on students to attend -

--unless they-offer something of 1nterest and that they can't depend on the same, ,
~students returning. term after term. - None of this negates- the.more " ditionaﬁ"
reasons/for enrolling in classes - degree requirements: and job prepafation/

é; advancenent - which ranked high.- But it does point to stucant goals that affecti

programming in adult and continuing educat.on.
__The lower ranking of Health und Safety. Leisure and Recreation. and Home/Family/

Community. may be a result of the Division -offering fewer courses in these areas
~ more dS:n student lack of interest therein.

-

-Taple S~4 -
Instructor Behaviors Coe Z.Most % Mid- % Léast % NA
, Promoted discussion 68 . 12 8 1]
Enthusiastic about course materials . - 8 -.10. .5 4
Encouraged active learning - ‘ 60 16 8 .15
- Varied approaches to situation 67 13 - 8 12
Exams required more than memory . 41. 8 10 42
Gave good demonstrations of skills -89 9 °. 5 - 6
Evaluated student performance fairly - . 63 . 8 ) 25
Stimilate students more than average . 54 7 9 20
Clearly stated objectives of course - 80 8. 5 7°
. Explained materials clearly, concisely ‘81 8 6 5.
_ Interested in student success <80 > 8 6 - 5-
Related instruction to practical situations 62 . 10~ 7 20
12 8 35

Explained criticism of student performance 45

56° 53 C T




When 40% of the responses in the Most co]umn is estab]1shed as the minimum
: .index of -quality, the instructors of the classes surveyed rate very well.
ffe~mW0n11,§wo items. are even close to the cut-off point. If 15% becomes the

ya ick for.the "Least" or lowest rank, these instructors continue to

_!«mﬂ_score well. However, if 154 is. alsg-the. referencepoint for NA responses,
ihe data suggests the need to look again at six of the-items. Given-that
many course offerings are non-credit, the items related to examinations,
instructor “fairness and -explanatigns-of criticism, as well as relating
“instruetion to practical applications may sustain higher ‘A ratings. The
item dealing W1th stimulating students might. be harder to exemnt, however,
.as it cruld be a !behavior important for an 1nstructor'1n any c]ass credit
or ‘non-credit. |

b

e

.The students were asked to rate the 1mportance of a number of items to
contlnulng thein education at Chemeketa, thereby describing what might be

a barrier shou]d it not be avaiiable. (See Table S-10, Appendix A) Offer-
1ng the courses they want tof take at times convenient to students ranked
one and twd, followed by adyise on courses’ ‘appropriate té student needs-
and adequate information on educational opportunities. Circumstances that
have.been traditionally important to students attending two year colleges -
transportation, adequate financial resources and child care - did not appear
critical to most of the) students surveyed. - The possibility that potential
students encountering these barriers are unable to attend should not be
ignored. These passible barpiers are penhaps clientele specific and should
~ be 1nvest1gated’?hrther from this point of view. =

Respondents were a]so asked to rate stqdent services that might be prov1ded
by a co]]ege. They were asked to respond from .two d1fferent perspectives:
the ideal in terms of their percgiyed/ﬁged and the real in terms of the )
services available’ to the students in the course. It was assumed that this
would be an inditdtor- of program quality in that the closer services (or’

the real situation) were to perceived. needs (the 1dea1) the higher the
qua11ty of the program. ) -

/‘-
¢

Student Services o v ' \ C.

% Mcst . - % Mid % Least X % NA
l--——;;—— 0 1 —_—

Yy o

Cour »ling© 28 21 -7 11 10 -1 13 13 0 47 5 _ 9

Transcript | *28. 17 -7 11 9 -2 12 10 -2 54 6 10

LRC 2207 9 70-2) 1212 0 51 61, 10

Bookstore 31 24 -7 10 8 -2 10 11+ 49 -59 10

Health . 9. 5 -4 5 4 -1 14 8 -6 7 8 12
3

Child Care . 100 5 -5 -4

2

-




1Us1ng R(real) as the base 1n evéry colunn the d1fferences, shown above,,
.-indicate that student preferences for services are close to being met when
= the Most column shows small minus differences. The Mid and Least columns
- reinforce -this interpretation. The NA column, however, stands out, not

y e
e

_nmbecauseeoﬁ.the—comnuted_dtfferences-BEtween—the~ideaJ and-real -are, sub~

-stantial,-but because of the h1gh percentage of responses in this ‘column -
’nAboth scales B

-— < . 9
iva 20% or more of the responses must be in the NA cqumn before ft warrants
“special attention, every-item in this section qualifies, even in the "Ideal™
‘column. “Why? The instructions in this section; which tied services to the
~course may - have contributed but probably not enough to fully account for .
,;the percentage of the responses. Perhaps these students did, not perceive\\\
~the services Tisted relevant them and/or they did not feel that as part-

““be more active in educating students in the relevance and availability of
tudent  services. Other aiternatives may- be defihed and their 1mp11cations
“reviewed: since.‘the responses clearly highlight this as an-area where the
:Djvision (and Student Personnel” Services) should focus attention

_tudents were also querie' *hout the instructional methods by wh1ch they

Table s-6 . . LT .
= L ~ o
CInstructional Methods % Most % Mid . ¥ least - %

7;Competency-based 42 27715 13 -4 9 14

S

, :Using a difference. of/Zﬁ/;o;nts between Ideal and _Real as a cutoff po1nt two

~- ftems -appear to be far enough away from the students' Ideal to impact. on the

- quality of the program. Students appear not to be getting ufficient oppor-

. tunities for 1 a*ory, workshop, “tudio demonstration and for work experience
_- or on-the-jo aining. While'the appropr1ateness of the method to the course
Eér‘must be considered, it is 1ikely these options are not so available to students
. as they might be. On the other hand, the lecture method is used more frequently
. than students think Ideal. Ind1v1dda11zed {nstruction alsp anpears to be
preferred by students more that it is currently availahle to them. Coordinators
- of staff development should consider these data when planning future in-service
i_;tra1n1ng act1v1t1es for part-time ins:ructors. .

- time" ‘students- they had ‘the ry..t to the services. Perhaps the College should' ¢

aprefer to Tearn’ and the m. 1ods ‘used in “the.course surveyed -

, I" R D- I R "R.I R D I R D
‘lccune - 30 3 +6 19 15 -4 25_16- 9 26 38 +8 .
,‘Lecture-discussion 55.4 -9 12 12 0 11 12 1 22 30 +8-
ikab . - o750 30 -20 0. 9 -1 6 13 .7 34 48 +14
2Ind1v1dua1ized 54 36 218 12747 -5 10 17 7 24 40 +i6
-Work experience- . 34 10248 4 -4 7 12 5 51 73 422-
' 5 3 49415 '

o ‘ 58 80 . .’., o - ,'f.




i students surveyed 1ndfcated the strongest preference for campus and ,
~community locations as educational sites. The third preference was for an

ccupational or technical facility related to the subject.' Locations of

] t ‘courses-fulfill the preference for campus classes and come close -
~to. thefideal for community locations: ) i

FPaS

{ . —

N /
N

' Table' S-7 - .

—— e - _ . e e e e —— e

S e | Used = X N

;{Educatlon Site - - %Mst - 4Mid  %ZYes % No I "R D¢ S

Work : LSRR TR | SNE | R ?'7 )

echnical Facil>. 28 10 13 8 5 88 7 -
ampus 40 1o . & . 2. 36 39 3

- 38

47 - 0

18

34 -

- .

}The data may support the sllghtly increased use of appropriate technical
acilities, but does not indicate support for taking courses to an-employee's L
1ace of work. The.people who most-need this service, however, might have S
een unable to attend classes to 1nd1cate their preference on this survey. g

fThe demographic information gathered Trom the survey 1n11cated that 52% of
“the“students were female and 43% male. The higher percéntage of women has ~
“been_characteristics of the Division's students for some time and also paral-
-1€ls trends in -adult/continuing education nationwide. It would be helpful
~to Divisjon administrators to know the ages at which men and women participate,
;both to plan appropriate programs and to recruit non- -participarits into classes

he respondents to the survey were older than typical college age, which ‘vas
nticipated. What was not predicted was that 20% would be between 40 and 50 *
rears of -age ‘and that 15% vould be over age fifty. - Even then-the College is
—not serving District residents proportionate to their age distribution within_
he total pupulation. Within the District, 57% of the people are ages 18 to
-64, but 84% of survey respondents fall into this age group. Seniors compose
il3%~of the District population but only 6% of the students surveyed

'lhe 50 000 adults 1n the District who have not complcted highfschool or earned
.an. equ*vrlency certificate comprise 19.2% of the population. -Based on the
=PI Psurvey,.13% of the Divizion's enrolliment indicate that they have.not
o completed high school or GED. The Division may need to review current services
=-- as well as.its commitment to basic education in light of the fact that it seems
" to be serving’proportionately fewer people who need basic education, than their
E:\ representation 1n the District population as a whole.

Further, the College is serving people who are already veterans 1n the educa-
tional system




Table 58 ' L S

ko
P

/ LEVE1 of Mighest Ediestion | £ of Respondeits -
. “Some.college . ' | T 37 : -
f ;}"~;$ﬁﬁ Associate Degree ' . 5
. -Bachelors Degree : , 12 .
.o, - “Masters Degree 4
E "Doctors Déﬁ“ée .-~ 1

- - 1

Ihis paral]els a longstanding traditton in adult education and shows where
Axrecruits fg: further educafion may be found most readily.

e;data on the family incomes of the students surveyed correlates well, with
their educational attainment. - _ , J

Table S-~9
S Family Income =~ | - : % of Population
e Under $3,000 _ 10
— .7 43,000 - 7,999 . - 13
7T 48,000 - 9 999 .9 .
$10,000 - 14,999 - 0 - - .
415,000 - 20,999 © . .15 o .
:., $21,006 -~ 24,999 oo .

$25,000 and above L 12

ople with high incomes are better represented in the students served than
“those with low incomes. That financial toncerns were not a barrier to the
udents further attendance at Chemeketais easy to understand from this data.
-The focus, therefore, may need to be on questions about 'ways of educating
~ people who can least afford It and defining"the extent of the Division's

responsib111ty and comitment to this population.

=




INSTR TOR SURVEY

The instructor’'s surVey for the Peﬁformance Improvement Plan was used to assess
: program quality from the 1nstructor s-view.- This survey was constructed to
——‘7~fbcus—on areas-parallel~to—these—4n—the~s%udent~and—adm4n4st¢ator surveys that —
- were-conducted at the same time. \

<

- '

Section I of the instructor survey meq uf;a the gd&ls 1nstrucfor§ had for teach-.

.- ing their class. The results listed- be]ow are pprcentage figures: e
ST Tabley - 1
Goal/Reason: ° L % Most % Mid % Least % NA
Job ﬁreparafion/Advéﬁcement AL .9 15 35. ’
Certificate 260 .10 23 42 S
Subject, Interest- . . 50 18 5, o 17 -
Personal Development 5, 13 14" # 23 - -
Hobby-Recreation - < 37 6 = 22 - 36
Health and Safety - 18 1T 16 54 - .
”“Fami]y/Communlty Development 29 17 12 . .42’ N

" .-The percentage fxgures in the Most column 1nd1cate that learnlng for its own
- sake and .aterest in the subJect, as wel] as personal development of the student
"_  ranked as the instructors' prime goals for particular courses, and it is likely @
. that instructors’ responses were ‘also course-specific. Given the wide variety
of course offerings in the Division, it is also reasonable that instructors .
with course-specific goals might mark other goals than their own HA, thus o
accounting for most of the higher responses in ‘this columr. Instructors may
have assumed that students were self-motivated to course-specific selections
. among college offerings. dJob related and career advancement goals were second
priority for lnstructors
Th  develop a Mobby" goal may have been rated Tow by instructors berause of
_the connotation of "hobby". Then, too, "hobby" may have been interpreted as
personal development or even vocational.by instructors who see hobbieg tdke
peop]e far beyond their original expectatlons for 1elsure skills.

Health, Safety, Fam11y L fe and Com .unity Deve]opment may have been rated low
because of the limited number of classes offered in these subject areas or
} because of instructors not perceiving that thelr classes contrlbute indirectly
~.  to larger social goals..

~

4

Instructors were also asked to rate. the importance of several instruction-
related activities. They indicated that selecting and organizing materials,
- helping students to achieve, accommodating varied student abilities and

fgcilitatlng student success were h1gh1y valued activities related to lnstruc- .
tion ;




Table I ~ 2

?Course outline . - : 6 19 ]8 : 37

oo ’
P '
’
. I «
| e
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N . , o
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" ' ‘ e
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r

ftoUrseithteht/Aétirfties . - % Most % Mid % Least :% NA .o

;However "Following a co]lege adopted course outline" was extremely low in

“the Most column and very high .in the NA column. This may ‘indicate that instruc-

. -tors_are not able to obtain college-adopted course outlines or that they do not
-~.follow these outlines, perhaps to allow responsiveness to student needs or to
.approach the class in an individual way. The-item related to developing written
;statements of course objectives, and requirements was rated proportionately

;low, as was_the one focusing on measuring students in ways congruent with course
_objectives and requirements. If the Division considers these activities important,
eithere is need to focus attention in these three areas.

\s

;Ihstructors were quer1ed further about the following: °

) ; Table I -.3

= Item , ' ' % Most % Mid % Least % NA
“Student evaluation 54, 13. 9 - 24
- Colleagues input - - 39 4 14 32
~Coordinator evaluation -2 12 19 8
" Regular .assessmant - ' 36 16 1 37
~Student performance : ) - 47 10 .5 39
~-Student potential - 45 - 10 4 43
~-Recommend Chemeketa Community College 7 . 4 1. 18
'iTeach again Chemeketa Community College 77 3 3 21 7

Most outstanding in this data is the fact that these instructors carry a positive
'*1mage of Chemeketa Community €College, saying they would teach for the College
- again and recommend the College to others intarested in cga\hing part-time.

- Instructors 1nd1cate that they .use only student evaTuation input, discarding
- for the most part other evaluations in planning their class. They seldom use
-+, information obtained from coordinators in planning. This could be from either
. a lack of coordinator evaluation and input or from a perception that a
. coordinator's evaluation js not relevant to their planning process. Both
‘QOssibilities are important’ énough to irvestigate further.
?" Data collected on instructional methods used by instructors in their classes
-, indicates a high use of the lecture/discussion format (See Table I-8, Appendix A).
~ Few instructors indicated work experience as an instructional mode for their
classes. Competency-based ‘qstruotion was a low priority, with 36% rating it

.\)

S & 64

=3 nize.materia1= . e 899 3. 38— b
'*;Materiais difficulty o 34 12 5 20 -
Course objectives/requirements o 17 13 2]
~Student ‘evaluation - ] 39 19 7 20
“Student abi”‘ties - - . 55 , ~8 6 17
“Help students ‘ : 65 - 3 2 17
:Student success © - . 65 " ° .3 2 = 16




© . 'not applicable\to their class~ This may indicate that iastructors are more .
<. _~concerned with presentation-of their subject matter than with the students'-
.- ~-mastery. of the iQformation presented. Or it may mean that they are not familiar
© . with the competency-based mode of instruction. : : :

Z‘:r.

P T Table I -4 . Co
k,‘.,l N :4 K} . e ’ ) K . " L o B _,.._'_‘_» -,
Method of Instruction % Most % Mid— % Least % NA - T
< Lecture/discussion | 5 13019 .
== _Work experience .| . 13 6 ‘8 73 N
.- Competency-based instruction 38 -}11_1 13 36

- 1

"~ In describing the components. of the educational process that help them be most
. _effective in teachilig the class surveyed, instructors indicated that several of
<. the’items listed were absent in strength sufficient to become a barrier toa -
- - quality-program. This is based upon a 20 point difference as an indicator of.
- an important difference between Ideal and Real. . N

. B . >

, - Tablel-5 N -
L : ‘% Most % Mid % Least IHA -

=~ Item/Service I R D I R"DI1 RD T R D

-~ - Eager students \ 500 46 -4 20020 O 7 T 44 22 23 +1

<. Instructional materials 81 59-22 °~ 3 14+11 0 7 +7 16-20. +4

= Adequate-facilities 68. 48-20 10 21411 2 9 47 20 227742

© -“Diverse students " T2 47-25 10-25+15 1 7 + 17 20 +3 "
...~ College information 45 .47 +2 17 18 +116 11 -5 22. 23 +1..

-Course information 32 25 -7 20 23 +314 11 -3 .37 38 +

- College expectations 44 -34-10° 11 13 4213 18 +5 33 36 +3

.- ldentifications 43 31-2 13 19 +6 13.16 +3 30 34 +4

>- Know role - 43 32-11 20 21 +114 22 +8 23 26 +3
= . Know colleagues 47 37-10 20 26 +6 12 14 +2 21 23 +2
_ Staff development 33 11-22 .15 15 020 40 +20 -32 34. +2
e Develop schedule 36 16-20 14 15 +1 14 30+16 36 39 +3

_» . Develop information 33 18-i5 15 19 - +4 10 17 +7 4245 +3.
-~ Develop follow-up g 39 26-13 17 13 -4 11 24 +13 34 37 +3 i
:“- _ Adequate facilities -~ 317 17 -4 16 16 013 25 +12 40 43 +3
- _Student support services 70 49-21 4 19 +15 3 -8 +5. 23 23" 0
" Comp.supervision - 41 36-15 ‘13 13 .0 5 18+13 41 43 +2

Items related to insiruction are inadequate: instructional materials and

. facilities. for instruction, diverse students, and student support services.

> Some of these are difficult to interpret. The instructors' responses to the

> questionnaire section on Student support services does not corrélate with this
response very well. While diverse students.might be. desired by instructors, .. .
there is little the College can do to assure this. And there is the possibility .
that instructors are not.so open to the diversity of their students as -they "

———might -be. Most of the literature on students in two-year colleges and those ,on

~ participating in adult/community/continuing education indicate an .extremely
diverse student population. There is no evidence to indicate that Chemeketa
Community College students are less diverse. So it might be that Division

O - e
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"administrators need to- he]p instructors learn how to gather and use student

characteristics data in presenting their courses. This might. help them peréeive

_ greater diversity among their students as well as encourqglng them tu be
'?-student-qriented more than subject-oriented.

The expressed deswre for more adequate 1nstruct1ona1 materials_and 1n§;nugzlgna1

’V'l;relevant tc their needs-and should be f]ex1b1y scheduled. T

facilities shou]d be better understood:before alternative courses of action are

considered: " is 1t course type or geographic location related? - ,
) .

that-needs jmprovement. ,They suggested that activities offered should.be mQrg
e Division may

well consider revising the content of in-srrvice offerwngs,tiiieduling them

The instructor responses ind1cate too, that ‘staff deve]opmi;t may be an area

differently, and/or 1nd1V1dua11z1ng most of the units

'_On the whole, the instructors surveyed said that they received adequete infor-

mation 'about the College requlatjons and about the course they were-teaching.’

7“: They understood their role in the College community and felt they knew what «
= _the College expected from them. Similarly, they knew their part-time.colleagues

and felt a sense of identification with the College that was reasonab]y close

' enough to their Ideal not to be a Harrier to their funct1on1ﬁ§ well in the ciass

LN
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 ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY .

o Community SerVices D1V1$10n administrators were also surveyed as a part of the .«

;,MFEIBmstudystocdetE(m\ne their assessment of program- qua]ity . ‘o
__*_Seventeen_respondents rated severa]_goalseof,educatlon for the1r41mportance in
;{:mprogram p}anning _ -, Y v
T o .table A-1 ’

, Goal . : % Most % NA . ¢ -

ol 65 6§ ' -
o 'Persona] Development o “58 . ; 0.

0o ¢ Subject Inte - . 53 . S )
SRR Fami]y/Commun 50 « 0 . L.

Job Preparation, Advancement - 47 6

w

This group v1ewed the certification function as the least 1mportant of - their
~major emphases, which may be due to the fact that the Division offerings of
= V=T and LDC courses are established and/or that credit courses are associated
;f; more with the Instructiopal Services Division. (See Table A-7-Appendix A). -
Aa' They may have emphasized hobby-recreation courses more because scheduling in
--,. that area is weaker (and declining due to Divisi references for reimbursable
;7; FTE in 1976- 77, a period of lower enro}lmgptd”’?ﬁ/gdd1tion, these administrators
. may have | had a 1iberal working definition of leisure-hobby-recreation programming,
. recognizing that the line steadily blurs betwéen skills learned for recreational
jf’ or vocational intents and between personal growth and leisure activity. The
~-low percentage of responses in Least Important and NA 1ikely indicate that

DiV1Sion -administrators have a concept of a balanced curricylum as they plan
course offerings :

a

~

The administrator s most accessib]e contact w1th course content is the course
*’; outTine which describes the content to be covered in "new" courses and serves
as a gu1de to instructors new to teaching part-time at Chemeketa. - Administrator
~ responses to questions dealing with course outlines suggest that this is an
.- area wheré ‘improvement is needed

PR °
~

'

i Table A-2

; % Most % Mid % Least % NA-

4 | | I'RD 1RD I"R D IRD
Outliné available . . 88 .35-53 00 35 35 12 .30 1800 0G 00 '
Outline with medasurable objectives 76 06 -70 06 41 -35 1847 29 18 53 35+
Process for.review of outlines il 12 -59 18 12 -5 12 76 64 12 76 64 -

L ¥4

There is a difference of more than 20 p01nts between the Idea] and Real situation

.on each item in the Most and more than 20 in both Least and NA. A1l indicate

_ that the responses should be carefully studied, The data show that administrators
, value course outlines with obJectives measurable in terms of student learnihg and

want a process of systematic review of adopted course outlines. These responses

_also indicate that outlines are more likely available-than they are to contain




specific learning opjectives. “If the Division wants a quality program, .and
. ‘one that values the use of .measurable .objectives (in outlines and in the
“.- classroom), ‘there is a need to focus on- iten two and develop strategies for
" working toward.this.goal. The data'suggest that.there is'no current process

for systematic review of adopted course out)ines. Several questions agise. .
What- is -the impact of some outtines being.avajlable while others are not?

. Are outTines needed Tor every.course the Division offers?; What js—their - —
“function in the educational-and administrative processes? How would’ requiring
' .objectives stated in terms of student learning impact; upon in-service irain-
-+ 1ing and instructor evaluation? - . o PR )
The data ‘'suggest. there is a discrepancy between outlines being available and
< . theig being regularly reviewed and updated. Revising outlines may be occuring,
“e. . but revisions-are seldom being filed, due to the absence of a process. *In all,.
. the responses to tnis section indicate a need to. focus attention on the course
outline processes, to‘encourage the developmenc of the kinds of outlines desired,
- then to create a system for making outlines available and for reviewing them- '
-, readily. Cooe : R U A g T
= Administrators were asked .to rate the value and kinds of information available
.~ ~to them (see table/A<8, appendix A). Responses indicated that data on class
= cancellation rates and the -abi.ity.of classes, they manage to attract sufficient
¢ - . students to "go" was desired and obtaipable. ' The item designed to find out
= whether or not they had-and/or desired data: on student retention rates-was .
- puorly worded, thus contaminated the resppnses. “All'that can be drawn from
-, the'item is that the :average acceptable retention rate for Divisign admin- -
.istrators was 80 percent. OtHer data in_this.section’ further indicate ‘that
.administrators value but are not currently receiving information which would
. tell them whether or not colurses were helping students fulfill their goals
= . “for” enrolling and were meeting student ‘expectations. The data also <indicate
‘that. administrators. put relatively little value on obtaining .information
* about whether-or not classes encourage students' further participation in
education, This might be an area worthy of further Envestigatiqnﬁ ,
] f P . . . , .
, .Adminiﬁtratprs‘fndicated’that they obtained infi.masjon that 85% or more of
s the classes they managed were perforinance-oriented. rms of data-currently
- available division%widc,‘?§ is difficult to determine what)data they were'
- using. And it is probably important, too, to know admini trators' worling
definition of “perfdrmance-oriented,”" They may have felt\that the majority
of their classes involved hands-on experience and‘were therefore’performance-

.

orientéd:

o * '

Over all,*Division administrators appear.to be receiving information related * '
to class status and to want more information than they are now receiving about °

—
\

what happens,to students in their classes. L i

Administrators perceived that instructors Ehey/hi}e Most frequently demonstrate
concern for students and are effective teachers of aduits. These responses
indicate a Division strength.» - g - . ' .




- .at Chemeketa<Connmn1ty College.

»

- " Table A-4

Item.’-' L % Most’  A'Mid % Least % NA :
3 1
Litt]e diffic”Ity Tvnd1ng 35 29 24 12
- “qualified ‘teachers - -
Instructors seek he]p/feedback 18 59 12 12
10 be. more ‘ffective .
Instructors demonstrate concern . . 76 12 12
- for.students -
“dstructors ‘are effective : 65 a4 -0 12

. 'teachers -of adu]ts

v".‘« S

T‘;Of'ayerage frequency seems to be, Lhe race with which 1nstructorf seek help in
,becdming more effactive instructors. Givea the percentage of adequate respo1ses

here, this.raises questions why enroliments are not higher for in-service start

’ ~-development opportunities, and what.might be done to increase the number of -
-~ Most responses. The 24% reply to item one in the Least column suggests tnat.
S adﬁinistrators have. some difficulty obtaining qualified instructors. This

may reflect their taking a very iocal rather than District-wide view of the

;}1'.a1ent pool, out of consideration for their travel budgets. And it may indicate

a.need for a centrali: «d instructur pool to help local adm1n1strators in staff1ng

= "emergenc1es " A ‘ ) y ~

Di«1s1on adm1n1strators ‘also rated items fbr their importance in helping them

be-effectiva managers and indicated the. ava1lah1i1ty of each in their pos1t1bn

:”.3 : i . Table A : N
: %2 Most - % Mid - % Lleast % NA
7 Aids to Ef ectwe Management - . 1 R D 1I7ED0 I RDODIRD
’ Adequate 1nform,t19n for p]ann1ng 88 24 -64 00 59 ’39 12 18 06 00 00 00
" Effective hiring procedures 77 41 -36 06 35 29 18 24 08 00 00 00
: . Pool of qualified instructors 88 29 -59 .06 35 29 U6 30 24 00 06 06
_ Financial: resources . 88 24 -64 0635 29 06 30' 24 001212
-+ " Appropriate physical facilities . 88 24 -6+ u0 53 53 12 18 06 00.06°06 .
* Procedures for -implementing new . . 77 47 <30 12°¢9 17 06 24 18 06 00 -6 a
7 .. course ideas" : - '
Information on teacher effectiveness 83 06 -77 12 71 59 06 24 18 00 Ou 00
18 12 06 06 00 06 06 00

Support frnn 1mmedaate supervisor . 83 07 -76 6
. - Dean 83 18 -65 12 65 53 06 12 06 00 0606
Co]]ege President 53 53 00 24 29 0518 12 -6 06 06 00

o Adequate training .in mgmt.- skills 65 53 -12 12 29 1706 0G -6 18 18 00

Sta f deve[/ggent activities : 76 35 -41,12 47 3506 12 06 06 06 00
To work toward\a -better-than-adequate program, the Division might focus atten-

. tion.on each‘item\dn the Most column with a -20% or more points difference

between-the 'Idéal and Real situations. Those with sixty or more difference

points might be very 1mportant, especially if responses in uther columns reinforce
the perception by showing 30 or more points difference in the Mid column. Further
reinforcement would occur with 20 or more difference points in “Least or NA

~columns. //ﬁlthough the outcome varies W1th persgect1ves or. ana]ysis. processes

- * \
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A

or instructor evaluation, communication with Divisicn su,a2rvisors, adequate
financial resources, information for planning and developing an instructor pool
‘could become targets for improvement 1n the Division.

Two of these items need further d1scuss1on, perhaps. While seeing financial
‘resources as less than ideal is almost a predictable response from adminis-
‘trators,it may come in this 2ase from the discrepancy they see between the
'scope o%’budgeted projects -an. communi\\ needs perceived. .
\ |

That the admwnistrators responding rated their training in management skills
so high was a surprise, espec1al]y sirice imany educational managers have
. lamented their lack of training in management. It was also surpr151ng that
any administrator would respond NA to th1s item. . -

S
Div1sion admin1straturs were also asked to indicate preferences for selected
student services in their ideal program and to describe their availability 1n
each administrator's-curr-nt program.

Table A-6
* % Most - $ Mid % Least % NA
: ) 1 R ) I' R D I R D I R D
Registration - Ce 80 30 -53 12-53°41 06 1& 12 00 00 00
Business Office .- 88 53 -35 12 35 23 00 G6 06 00 06 06
"~ LRC -~ 65 30 -35 .24 47 23 06 18 12 .2-2412
~'Bopkftore~ , 76 53 -23 12 35 23 12 12 .00 00 06 06
Data Processing 88 35 -53 06 47 41-06 18 12 00 00 0O
Prir*ing ’ -8 24 -58 18 6% 47 00 12 12 () 00 00
Clerical help 83 53 -30 18 29 11 00 12 12 00 06 06
Counseling students 83 65 -18 12 18 06 06 18 12 00 00 QO
Advising students 82 47 -35 18 29 1T 00 24 24 (0 00 OO
Job placement for students 47 00 -47 24 12 -12 12 59 47 18 29 11
" Child care for students 3 06 -29 .24 06 -18 36 -65 29 .06 24 18
Tutoring for students 53 06 -47 24 12 -12 12 "4 52 12 18 06
Student activities 06 06 00 35 12-23 47 .59 12 12 24 12

Using -20 difference points as an index in the . t column, only one item does
not require further consideratirn in aiming for da anl1ty program. However,
nope show negative strength at the mid-measure.” Thus the Division needs to
_further understand what is lacking in eack of these arzas that keeps them S0

' far away from the administrator ideal.

The Administrator Survey did not contain items intended to measure attitudes
toward Chemeketa Communivy.Cetlege as a place to work or other indicators of
job satisfaction. Since the two other surveys contained these k1nds of items,
it is regretablc that they were omitted for this group

L Y . v




COMBINED ANALYSES -

-~ _Where possible Gomparisons were ‘made among the PIP survey responses from )
-students, instructors and administrators.

Overall, Chemeketa rated well. Students would recommend their courses and ..
instructors to others and instructors both wanted to continue teaching part-time
for the College and would recommend it to ‘others wanting to teach part-time.

The Division is challenged to maintain these positive attitudes while working
toward improving program weaknesses. . .

Student and instructdr responses were quite parallel in rat1ng tHeir goals for
anrolling in the course and-for teaching the course. ' These tws yroups were
farthest apart on' the personal development goal, -possibly since the instructors
‘may have approached the class from-an understanding of the long-term relation-

-~ .ship between formal education and personal development more than students who

~ - were likely to be more short-term in the1r perspect1ves

The administrators responses about goals were qu1te different From the other
- groups, possibly because they were answering in terms of programs rather than
= yspecific courses. Their responses were more broadly distributed along the
“rating scale and they saw none of thc goals as “"Not Applicable". * s\

The area in which the greatest difference among the three groups occured was
the goal of certification. Students rated it highest, followed by instructors,
then administrdators. If this suggests that ctudents are more interested in
‘certification than administrators had thought, it has several implications

foy the Division. Should program planners make it 2asier for students to

- achieve certificate goals through sequent1a1 scheduling; for example?

=, Should the College adopt a-goal that aims towaru students being able-to

earn any certificate the College offers by attending orly in the evening?

Or another avenue might be explored. Do students want to receive certificates
of completion for single courses or small clusters of related courses? The
Division should seek further understanding of this response since basically

it challenges some major assumptions the administrators appear to hold about
the importance of certif’ :ation to students 1n their programs.

Across the sample, ratings of support services indicdte that students and
instructors value these services far less than administrators in their descrip-
tion of an ideal situation. It would therefore be difficult to support working
toward the administrators' ideals on the basis of these data. It is perhaps
important to work toward a better understanding of what services part-time
students perceive they need before recom.ending further agvelopment of the

sarvices listed. , :
Comparfng administrator and instructor data related to course content indicates
that course outlines may be the center of an important weakness in the Division.
‘Instructors indicated that the College-adopted course outline was not an
important guide in planning the course, while administrators suggested that the
content of outlines and processes for disseminating and updating them were
inadequate. A}l of these have important implications for quality control,
both. in credit and non-credit classes.

i
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Division adminjstrators facing the quality contro’ question must also remember
“that students rated the courses very positively, despite there being no regular
smpans for -standardizing course content or procedures for quality control that
use the course outline. .

Further cross comparisons sere not possiktle among the ‘summary data available
-since-"the parallel segments ir the survey instruments contained different . -
“questlions, one$ appropriate to each group. Cross tabulations between selected -
1t ¢ u11} .be made at a Iater date and a report of the new information prepared
at_that time.

-
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e ' .= SUMMARY
, [} *
PROGRAM STRENGTHS, -

ey : -

-

“The quaiity of instruction in Community Service Division courses is high from
theAperspectives of students, instructcrs, and administrators

Students are ‘satisfied with their courses. They rated course effectiveness

and «course content high. They indicated that courses had a practical applica-

tion_and were !nteresting In general, instructors seem to be keeping their
contracts" wi ents about what the course will be. Methods-of instruction

met the needs of st ents, too. '

sStudents were satisfied with course'sites, which were primariiy campus and
community, and they indicated few barriers to their further participation in
-education at Chemeke o S

s]he_studentsrwho rated: the support services avaiiable tQ them,rated them hiﬂhly.'. .

Course goals .ated by instructors and students were quite parallel, indicating
'!goodness of fit" that probably fosters learning.

Instructors indicated that they were very interested in the success of their
students,. and the perceptions of students and administrators :.dicated th:zt
instructors carried this value into their cias room performance. ’

,Sfudents and instructors have, a veyy poSitive image of the coliege

ﬁlnstructors indicated that *hey use student evaiuations of their ciasses in L
“planning processes. . . .-

»Instructors felt that they received adequate information about the College and
understood their role in the community coiiege ‘

Administrators were viewing the survey questions from quite & different perspec-
tive than the other groups. Theirs was program related and revealed. they strive
“toward a broad and balance curriculum.and are sehsitive to the extent of
iservices ultimately required to meet community needs: . -

-
N
’
s
-

' PROGRAM ngknesses' '

fStudents indicated that instructors might Stimulate students more explain their
‘criticisms better, construot exams that reguire¢, more than memorized responses
’and evaluate students more fairly. .. 9 t c ’
iatudents Jdndicated a preference for instructionai methods that reiate to iearn- -
‘ing by doing but that they are rot having suffiCient opportunities for experiential -
“Tearning. .

..«k’

‘As ‘the survey was. administered dJring the tenth week of the term, -it. did not
Jreach students who had stopped attending Class.’ Their responses might be quite
‘different from. those who haVe continued their education, and would _certainly
{be vaiuable information. ) , ~
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. perception needs further understanding. :

Just a beginning. It furnished the -basis for future studies and becomes a

".catalyst toward improved' services and more effective administration in the
Lommunity Service Division. :

.. PREAS FOR FURTHER INVESTIGATION

hégfél§tj§é’1bﬁlriting§ giVén'by students and instructors to the educational
goals of clvic participation/community development, family 1ife and health/
afety rieed t: be better understood, If the responses are related to program-

§?3§f§6§§ibjefthat students who experience‘barriers‘fG.attegging Chemeketa
tlere not present for the survey. Some attempt seems appropriate to determine
ffbgtrjersje5jst which preven. .tudents from attending. = - '

gﬂihifsaffétiﬁé:stddeﬁts did not seen to see the relationship -of the student

ervices listed-in the questionnaire t¢" the courses they were taking. This

;wﬁitffséfhe_rolé and cbﬁmffﬁent of thé College tc b?ovide_gduca;ional services

-to the under-educated adults of the District? .

5Th§§§h~?ﬁ§t?détor'an&>administrator respoases suggestod that course outiines

-might be an <rea of Division weakness, students ipdicated high satisfaction

ith courses. ~What is the role of the outline in courses for part-time students?

. . * 7

C.,
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" A

;ibevreiuitsiqf the survey were studied. by two representatives from each depart-
-ment, the Community Ed Intern, the Assistant to the.Dean, and the Dean. In
“developing this analyses ‘ogether, members of the team were excited by the

Jnformation and its potential usefulness. - '

=

o

AlsyStem for returning summairized information to instrictors ‘ard administrators

~who participated in the survey i% being developed. Further apalyses of the-
-~ data. gathered.are scheduled and their resulgs will be disseminated to the

appropiate people.
T

hié—fs'fhe fir;t major assessment conducted by the Division, and as such is *

2
-

72 19

ing or to Student perceptions, the Division can determine strategies appropriate . .
for the desired outcone. -
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‘Appendix A
Table S-10

~ Blocks to Continuing Education . % Most & Mid % Least % NA
- Coursé Information | s 2 - 8 26
" _Transportation ' o 8 .18~ B2
* Finances - B 2 .. N 16 42

_ Advertisement 46’ 12 12 30
~-Self Confidence - L 20 - W0 . 22 48
- Handicapped - - o3 2. 9 86
.. Child care . 8 3 _ 8 - 81.
. Class Times o . 57 n.o .7 25
f”"—ﬁ»Cpurse,Offerings ' : o6 10 9. 19
?Rg]é’ase’ Time' . - - 14 8 ' n 67
-Short Programs .~ 29 w13 48




~ “lLecture

Lecture/Discussion

-Lab ’
-Individual -

. Work Experience
COmpétéhcy Based

.
#
7w

. . i
VAR .
B . |
o 1

1

- insiruétional Methqu i

£ x

“Appendix A
Table I-8 °

- Mest % Mid % Least© % NA

33 23 -2 FF
57 noo 119
51 9 . 4 36
51 .10 10 29
3 6 8- 73 .
B 14 B3 3%




~ " Course Goals

- Job Preparation

" Certification

- Subject Interest -
- fﬁeﬁsona]» Development
o Hobby 4,
ljfglth/‘ja'fety‘

~FAmily/Community Development

~“Management Information
" Student Goals 82
" Student Expectations = 82
~ Further Education 65
~* ~Retention - 59
“:Atraction. " 64
Performance Oriented 59

/
-~ Appiendix A C
Table A-7 i
% Most % Mid % Least -% _NA
47 29 18 6
.35 24 .30 12
53 35 o 6 6
58 - 35 6 0 .
65 18 12 6
4 ¥, 6 6
.50 . 4 9 0
" Table A-8
% Most - 3 Mid % Least % NA
R D° I 'R D I 'R D I R" D
6 -76 12 47 435 6 41 435 - 0 6 +3
18 64 12 65 463 - 6 12 +12 0 6 +6
30 -3 24 24 0 12 42.430 ., 0 6 +6
24 -35 0 24 +24 6 12 +6 "35- 41 +6
64 0 18 0 -18 12 24 #2 6 12 +6
36 -23 "26..18 +6 £ 24 +18 .12 24 +12
AN 3
' Q i
“? . - - 3 ¢~}I§'£:§r);{-
| : / R
L o
Yoo .76 ‘3 . ;




) . : SURVEY DESIGN & METHoDOLOGY - ~° °
. N - - . P . - 3 . A
The Community Services ‘Division offers nd specific programs or curriculums
that fiit into these traditional-labels. Rather, it provides educational 'services
in the form of classes, activities or events 1) to people, who as members of
identifiable sub groups of the college population, are specific clients, and
. 2) to people who live in geographic areas within the district. A1l course -
o offerings for the Division at the fourth week of fall term 1977 were assigned -
"to one of the two categories: geographic or clientele. Membership in one of
u . the categories was also assigned to each.coordinator and other division staff -
- where necessary, with the fallowing results:, e
’ \

. B

— Clientele Gedgraghy

Qgpartment Staff Code Department " Staff Code
. Adult Basic. Ed L * Salem Metro -H, HA, HB, HC
-~ _ Special Programs Other Marion Co. .BJ, BG -
T Corrections ’ WY, WZ Poik County . BE, BF

A11 Qthers W Yamhill County BR, BS

Community Events _HD B

‘Senior Programs - HE

Saméie _

The 1149 course offerings listed at fourth week were arranged according to
category and to reimbursement type: Tlower division collegiate, voc-tech
preparation, voc-tech supplementary, other reibursable (general adult ed),
and non-reimbursable (hobby-recrealion-leisure adult ed). Approximately

75% (860) of the courses fell in.o the geographic category. Within reimburse-
ment classifications the classes were distributed as follows: -

Loe vip VIS 0R AR
 Geographic 166 (19%) 82 (9.5%) 188 (21.9%) 270 (31.4%) 154 (17.9%)
N = 860 (75%)
. Clientele 71 (24.6%) 93 (32.2%) 3 (1.0%) 107 (37.0%) 15 (5.2%)"

N'= 289 (25%)

A stratified random sample was selected, assuming a 90% confidence limit that

the sample would be representative of the Division offerings. Thus 153 classes

from the geographic categcry and 51 from the clientele group were chosen randomly,

using a table of random numbers. The selections were made proportionate to °

their strength within the geographic or clientele groups and among the reimburse-
- ment classifications.

e oy V1S R R

Geographic 30 15 34 48 28
N = 155 ,
Clientele 14 - 17 1 20 3

T N=55
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1

<~ « Survey. Instruments

»

@

Sample selection included a number of classes that had been terminated due to
insufficient enrollment cr had already been completed. (See table M-1). While
these are representative of what happens with 10-15% of the division offerings
per term, they were not intended to be included in the survey sample. Discovery
of .their inclusion caused. substitution of-similar courses in seven cells of

the sample, which had contained only classes that were terminated or had
completed before the survey was administered during the ténth week of the
quarter. . . .

o

The objective of the survey was to measure program quality from three different .

> perspectives: students,. instructors and administrators.’ Three different instru- |

_ments were designed. The major subject areas of all three were parallel,- focusing

on educational goals/interests, course conterit, course, outcomes, course presentors,

barriers/obstacles to further education or highest performance, and support :
services. The student questionnaire contained three additional sections: instruc-

tional methods, course sites, and demographic ?nfqrmation. ' .

v .

Without, previous assessment data on program quality in the Livision, there was
no quantitative base against which to measure quality. Thus several areas' of
the .instruments were designed to measure opinion or judgments representing:
(1) valuations of what ought to be (the Ideal) and (2) -beliefs.of what is (the
Real). Areas where major discrepancies occurred between the Ideal and Real

~were signaled for further analysis on the basis that the discrepancy would
likely indicate al factor that could impact on program quality. ‘

A1l three survey instruments were piiot tested in the Community Education Depart-
ment at Linn-Benton Community Coliege, which is.clcse by and which attracts
students much-1ike those who enroll in adult and continuing education clacses
at Chemeketa Community College.. Revisions were made as a result of these tests
and of suggestions from Chemeketa Community College staff in Community Services
. and other divisions on campus. . ' ‘ '
Survey packets containing an instructor,survey and sufficient instruments for
each student were distributed to the selected classes during the tenth week of ~
Fall Term. Survey returns averaged over 89%, when classes not surveyed either
because‘they had been terminated or had alreads completed instruction were
removed from the sample. (See' Figure M-1;. - ’

Threats To The Validity of The.Data
A number of the classes in the sample could not be surve§éd since they had

been terminated or instruction iad been completed. ’

Corrections: VTP offerings were taught by employees of the State of Oregon,
thus eliminated from sample at last minute.

gng,corr?ﬁtional institution did not return any of the surveys - "lost in the
.S, mail", . ’

Outreath: the number of surveys not returned was proportionally higher, especialiy
in some locations. ) . -

-
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The focus of the Student and Instructor surveys was course- specific, wh11e it
_ was program-wide for administrators. This h1ndered cofibined group analyses.

The use of the double scale may have confused some respondents B

The survey . instruments -may have used the language of*trad1t1ona1 educational
processes that are rot agpropr1ate for the part-time adult students surveyed

The' five point scale used'may have enq@uraged the students to rate situations x

better than they" are, thereby creat1ng a ha]o effect that would affect the
‘results; . .

The administration of -the survey was aﬂgit,hasty'to hit\the,tenth week when
-most non-creédit classes were pieeting for the last time. More preparation time
with cdordinators would have helped, especially since coordinators and instructors
. are busy with end-of-term respons1b111t1es during this week

"No Responses" were key punched in NA co]umn, thereby affecting results up to
Y 9 percentage points. . . .
. K3
k&
4 N '
* '
T
. e, i ]
+
] 84 " |
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Appendix B

'FIGURE M-1
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" STUDENT QussimuaAmE AND PERCENTAGE RESPONSES

.

¢

“Chemeketa Community College has initiated a Program Improvement Plan to better
serve the citizens of our College District. This survey, which is a part of
~ that plan, will provide information tocolleg:?planners considering future,
~ college programs. ' The information you give will be treated c nfidentially
-~ 871 you will remain anonymous. Thank you for your participafion and help in
~the Program Improvement Plan. T . : :

= indicating your rating.: Where used One = a high ratize; Five = a low rating;
"~ NA = not applicable to you. Mark your rating on each {ire individually rather than
- ranking all the statements in a section. If you have gVestions, please ask_ the

-~ person distributing the survey for help. - ‘ -

N

- 1. Please rate the foilowing as reasoans for. yoﬁr enroliing in this course:

4

s _Most Important Least e - : ' -
. -1 2 34 NA T - o :
S+ 37 11-10 3 8 31 Job preparation; job advancement. ‘
2810 8 - )

T

3
) 412 38 To earn'a credential, degree or.certificate.
46 17 15‘ 7 5 9 To learn for its own sake; for interest in the subject:
18 9
7

23 13 18 11 26 To learn about myﬁglf and others;-to develop my cneatiéity.
19 7 10 17 40 To develop a habby or forfﬁécreatjonal purposes;

4

&

‘ « leisure activity. ng>“ _
11 6 8 413-=55 Health, physical well-beingd or sufety.
17 11 24" 6 13 40 For the-betterment of home and family or comunity.

B glgaSﬁodeﬁxribe the content of this course by circling one response per lire.
- e . - - H
g6 7 7 Gvourse materials and assignments were adaptable to meet
individual student needs and interests.

.83 7 11 The difficulty pf’course materials and assignments was
appropriate for thi;ﬂgpurset\ t

87 6 6 The cqntent‘bf the course. has had a practical application:

<

94 5 2 The course has been interesting.
91 2 7 The course was what the instructor said ‘it would be. .

III. Please indicate how effective this course has been in helping you meet your
-AQQaISQintﬁzfsts for enrolling and in the other areas that follow. -.'
Yes -No ‘ ’

83 .5 12 The course helped me meet my goals for enrolling.'

4 . K
92 §° 3'11 woild reccommend this course'to others. ~ N4
92 4 3 I would recommend this instructor to others.

80 14 6 I intend to study this subject/interest further.
. . o ‘ R

’
4 ’
[

’ - B85

Please read the response headings carefully. Mark one response be} line - - -é{f,'
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o

. STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE - ' " - -Apendix ¢

Pa‘e I, I11 continued Please indicate how effective this course has been in .
- he ping you meet your goals/interests for enrolling aﬂd in the other areas that o

" follow. ¢ 9 - -
s Yes No NA' . : : : IO } - .
89 s 6 I have 1earned new skills. 1deas, attitudos and values 1n e -

~ the class. . ) '

)(—*-; 72 12 16 What I have learned has helped 1n my pe#’onal develppment

22733 45 -What I have iearned has heiped me participafe-more in civic
‘ and communitj affairs. ; y =

4

. . ~
-8 9 5 What ] have learned has met my expectations fer this course.

PieaSe descrit your instructor s behaviors by’ rating the foilowing 2 LT

» PR

&

Most Frequent Least : ' o _ ¢ N
. 1 2°3 4 5 M. ' s -
- 5018125 311 lnstructor promoted discussion B .
631710 3 2 4 Seemed enthusiastic about the c0urse materiais.

40 20 16 415 Encouraged students to find answers to their own’ questions

745 21 13 12 Varied approaches to meet the sftuafion. - . v
2912 8 42 'Gave exams that required more than memorized responses.

64 17 9 ¢ - Demonstrated skills and/c¢ conéﬁpts well. A . ,‘i :
48 15 8 5 .Evaluated student.performance fairly. - L

* 18 16.17 20 . Stimulated students ‘to develop inteilectual curiosity . ’
, . and/or skild ¢ petencies beyond that required by most P o
‘<, uourses. . . . 3

- -

64 16 8 2' 9 Clearly stated the objectives, of the course. oL \ B
63 18 2, 5 Expiained matetials clearly "1 was to the poipt. X N
6317 8 3,3 5 Showedainceres ¥n students being successful-in the ciass'- )
'49 13 10 3 20' Reiated class work to'everyday situations. . °
32 13 12 ‘5 35 ~Exp1ained‘criticisms of student performance ' '

s

m"uwematwm
- »

& N W OV e

& Wbk W

rur

Please indicate the importance of any of the foiiowing to you, in continuing
yo/ur educatio'i at Chemeketa Comnunity Coiiege ) -

-
-

Most Important Least . - _— i ‘
.1 2 3 4 5 NA ' R ; | o
42 13.12. 3 5 26 Adequate infocmation on educational oppo;tunities - S

16 6 8,4 14 52 Adequate transpoita+ion T

25 711 511 42 Sufficient fifancial resources :
331312 5 7 30 Advice on courses appropriaté€ for my needs

13 710 5 17 48 Overcoming my Fear of not being successful in $chool.
‘2 2 2 1 886 A nhysicai handicap hinders my mobility.
6 2 31 7 81 Pdequate child care facilities/resources.’
46 11.11 2 5 25 Class times that fit my needs;

A ] . S
84 8u- ,
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= T o .A endix €7
,,V__,.S'funm qussnoumae L= e ppendix ¢

‘:.;:’A :’I .7

Page 2 Ttem ¥ continyed Please indicate’ the importance of any of the foﬂowjng 7
. to-you in continul_g your educaticn af Chemeketa ¢ wmini ty College. . oL
Htf" ’ t 2 3 a 'M . - X - S '.“ ) N - -.
52 if la 3 619 Courses i wantare offered.” = | -
- 10 4 8,3 8 SLE Release' time fromwork, - o - *
21 810 4 9 a8 Degr?e/certificate programs, that don't teke too l(mg to + ... e
‘ ete. . patidi i 1 b bttt Y

V} Please rate the following student services which might be provided by a college.
On the left indicate those you most need 3nd on the raght 5hou those ‘that, .
‘??re avaﬂable to you in this course. -

s SO 4 #1 AVaﬂabIe Scarce
E sgntial Neede'tk‘iot keededf - o ) 3 3 N ‘
. .21. 711 5,8 47 Advisinq, counseling and counseiing 16 510 4 9 56 '
LT ~services. ‘ R St
16 e‘n 4 854 “Credit recording and eva’iuation " 12 5 9 5 564
P service.. - AR
-: ©20°7 9 4 851 Library, Learning- Center qnd tutor- is’ 5‘- Vi .5( "7.61 )
N , ing services. _ ‘
. 22 ‘5,16 3 7 49 Nearby fook Store services. .+ '18 6. 8 4' 7 59
S ’ . Health sepvices (such-as health ’ S s
© 3 3 317 Ynsurance. v 32 4.1 783 ¢ Lo o
7 3 4.1 778 Ch"ﬂd‘care services. -~ . - ° 4 1 3 »2 6 85 e
.- < . o S .
VII. Please ' wicate the' instructional method by which you pr ar to~teurn (jleft B

. colunr, ond describe the method(s)ﬂrsed in this course (right column):
7 _1deal Class ~ “Current Class,

Hiqh Préference Low s ‘Often Ur2d. Seldom

By ’ J
1o _121 o fo;. 35 26 Lecture Hethod - 2‘5 121 135 is 150 3N:\ ‘-
39 16 12 5 6 22 Lecture and discussion ; - 321412 6. 6 30
3 14 10 3 3 34 Laboratory, workshop and studio .22 8 9 4 (528
\ " demonstration. . ‘ { -
. T421212 4 6 24 Indivi'duali‘zedv instruction; working 29-7 7 7 ,10 40 E
. &t your own pae pr on your own . \ )
‘ project. N oL
2416 8 2 551 Work experience; on the job tr@’?\ing "9 3 4

to
b
~3
w

'

or internship. .
.29 3315 4 534 Competency-based ipstruction (demon- 18 911 5- 9 49
strating mastery of ane $KATV or corcept,
then moving on to another§§;j '

N
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mDE"T WESTIMlRE . ... ' * ' “‘3:‘; * Appendix c ‘ . B
Lo Pleas nd‘icate the site yoﬁ mgst prefer for education (left column)-. and . -
= descripe the site of this course (right. column; ‘ .
te - % deal C‘lSS ot . 3 . CurEent Ll?s -
W L g . R by urrently- Used - -
F t egrsed Least. . - Yes E_Nl—l
- 13 6 9 5 16 51 :Place of emploment ’ 0 e st <=
SR 10710 4. .8 51 - Occupatwona‘r or technical fac1hty 13 28 58 - R
- s .- site related to swject. . s SR
.31 910 41036 - Chémeketa Comiunity College Campus. * 43 35 3¢ P
371010 4634 Communi ty- location . s 28 aa’ ~ _
o ‘ » A Other (alease Tist 3 “ I o
'f‘ffjl!! Gener‘al Information - Ogtional . : s
N In this section pléase give .us information about yourself The information b

" .will-be treated confidéntially. As this section is optional,’we will . * - SN

~_appreciate your giving us this information to.guide us in future_planning: . t
~-Circle-one response only for each of the followfng questions o — i
’ T . . . s . ; N 5 - s -
, ';‘:]. vYour age 2. Your sex 3. Your ethnic background - ‘ - ..‘%f
o, ai-16-19 10 S a. male - 43° “a: American indian " 5. .
: - b. 20-28 17, ° b femg!‘e-sz‘ “. b, Asian o ‘
c. 25-29 19 oL o c. ‘Black - S e
. d. 30-34 15 / d. -Spanish Surname ‘-
s .“_ o, e 35-32 9 . E e.. Wphite * " gs e
T f 40-49 12 - f. Other 4.
9. 50-89 g " Y R
SEUEEIRY N IO S N
B i. §2+ 6" .. ' ' o o
‘ .o . . '. ‘. i’ o 2 ’/ N >
= ‘ R ’ et e . ca .,
<~ 4. What is your estimated famﬂy sncane? 5. What 1s the Fighéut Jevel of
. a. Under '$3000 100 - , education cotnp]p;ed? " , -
L - §3,000 - $7,99 . 13, . . 8 gy“?g.ibe‘w o
'39 000 - $9,99% .. 9 . - . b. 3?) < T1th grade . 10 ..
P d. $10,600 - “&.ggg 12 ‘ ‘/High school dipl'omal/aro 23
L ’ e.. $14,000 - 515'999. 'a . o jd.:':SS;pge college ; 3/ )
) v fo 3]5,'000 5{3‘999 9. . " e. Associate -degree : s
. g. $19, 000 - 320, 999" ¢ . . f chhe.lovjs‘;(ég'egree ' 12 -
R $21,000 - §24,999 7.1 | o 9% Masters degree RN
S04 $25,000 and above , h. Doctors degfee - - ;

4

. .
: l ) B . .
LS * - : ~
. :

- . .. <\ 3 v .

- . . L T .
B R N X ) i l

T ; . - - . i




that plan, wiil

. college prograss. The 1

-

1

incicating your
- HA. = not: applicable to you
f?trigu§§§9 §he survey for

rating.

o~

#pst [hportant Least
")‘3@5 5‘{;;..43 5URA
Y3288 1077 7 36

Y3130 829 8 34

© 17 9 10 10 13 42.
© 441618 1 417
271413 6 823

ST 28 96, 91336

13, S 11 412 54
21'10 16 ‘i 10 42
=i 171017 & 7.43

k) a

- - >v'.. ": “
1. .
= ;/5915 gd-dctivitier:

o1 . . N T
' s} . Imgortant Least
b gimgorgant Lea
10 6 3 018
6 20 19 "4 10 37
22 9. 2,118
14 .Qo I\

30.12,3 -

-

19 17

14 19

- "INSTRUCTOR SURVEY AND PERCENTAGE. RESVDWS‘Eg/
.Chemek<ta-Community’ College has initia
serve:the citizens of our College.Dist

Please ‘read the response headings carefully
Where used One =

help.

%‘irrbléaéelihdichfﬁ'the relative importauce of
L for:thisﬁqou(§e. Circle one per line..

vob- advancement; to

" Determire appro
., of materials,

o
]

. 1 - . t
Appendix C .

ted a Program Improvement Plan;tq better
rict. This survey, which is a part of

proyide information to college planners considering future
v ‘comation you give will b
.and you will remain anonymous.
iithe: Program; Improvement Pla

e treated confidentially
Thank you for your participation and help in

/. Mark one response per line . .
& high rating; Five = a low rating,

If you have questions, please ask the person - dis-

each:of'the following as a go&l

z
£

Job preparation; to prep&re for a new or different

Job. :

update job skills or work for-.
2 promotion. o '

To earn a credential, a degree or certificate.
To Y2arn for its. own sake; for interest in the subject. -

To learn about oneself and othe » to develop one's
creativity. ’ . - ' ;-

To develap a .hob
leisur€ activity.

Health, physicallyell;being or safety.
For the betterment of home and family.

Te contribute toward
socyal concerns.

.
-

y or for recreational purposes; -

community development or other
= ;

- P]éaig/%ﬁéigité the importance to you of eich of the tollowing instruction-

Select course content ard materials.
Follow College-adopted course outline.
Organize course.materials.

priate level of diTficulty in content

Develop clearly written statement of course objectives,

~ measurement techniques, standaids of performance,

instructor expectations and course requirements.

- Evaluate studedté in methods congrueﬁt with course .
" objectives and raquirements '

.

o 89

~
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Appendix C

 INSTRUCTOR SURVEY AND PERCENTAGE RESPONSES

';ECHQNékeia'Ciihqnjty College has initiated a Program Improvement Plan to better
-serve the citizens of our College District. This survey, vhich. is a part of
that-plan, will provide information to college planners considering future -

college programs. The information you give w1l be treated confidentially
and-you will-remain anonymous. - Thank you for your participation and help in
- 'the Program Improvewent Plan. , . -

“~Please read the response headings carefully. Mark cne response per line
-~indicating your rating. Where used One = a high rating; Fiva = a low rating, -
;;HA“'fnat applicable to you. - I yqu have questions, please ask the person dis-
. tributing the survey for help. - q) ° o o
T : I . ) - . : RS
:+ I. "Please indicate the relative importance of each of the following as a goal .
- for}this,course, Cifcle one per.line; . . "

W .

" 32 810 7°7 3. Job preparation; to prepare for a new or diffetent
e o doba, A - _
3110 8 9 8 Job ‘advancement; tc update job skills or work for
a prometion, v 5 &
17 9 10 10 13 42 To earn a credential, a degree or certificate,
441618 1 417 To learn for its own sake; for interest iﬁ’thecsubjeé%y
371613 6 ‘823 To Tearn about oneself and others; to develofone's,”
: ’ creati’\'ri.ty. g M YV
286°'9 6 913 34 - To develop a hobby or for recreation:: nurposes;
A ' ' ; leisure activity. . ) R
13 51i 41254  Health, physical well-being or safety. :
“r %1 1016 1 10 42 For the betterment of home and family. e
171017 6 7 43 To contribute toward community development or other
s social coricerns. o wo

- * ——
Ty

Ge.

4

n

;;I. ¢ Please indicate the importince»to youiof\each ot the following instructionw b

related activities:

7 dosg singortant, Least | o

6310 6 3 0°18 Select course content and materials.
"6 20 19 .8 10 37 Follow College-adopted course Gutline.
4922 9 2 118  Organize.course materials. ' )
34’30 12 3 2 26 . Petermine appropriate level of difficulty in content -

‘ _ of .materials.: fﬁ,' , X

. . - C .
3019 17° 9 4 21 NDevelop clearly written statemient of course objectives,
.. . o measurement technigues, standards of performance,

. Instructor expectations and course requirements.
321419 3 ‘420 Ev;luate students in methods congruent with course.-
Q. o objectives and requirements.
ERIC 1 |

4 . ] . s . C

-y

»
P S

0 ST d
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 INSTRUCTOR -SURVEY
Most- 1munr£anx Least

-

N 12 34 5 s . '
5514 8 4 217 Plan -course to accommodate a vartety of student
_ - apilities -and-interests.
] 6512 3 2 0 17 . Demon$trate helpfulness to students in reacnlng ?durse
15 : ' obJect1ves ‘ :
" 6514 3 2 o01e Defonstrate interest in student success.

,: I11. Please describe the regular freguency with which you perform the following:

< Usua]l, reguency Seldom ‘ m \ | '
:Ao' 123 4\ S, PA In p]ann1ng courses, i use informa%ion gained from e
* 233113 3 & 24, 1. Student eva]uations e
. 9’;. 20 19.,14 11 : 3 32" b ) 2. . Lol‘leagues - ‘ v\
“_ I11012 %1248 |~ 3. Coordinator evaluations - B
e, 22 1416 5 6 37 In1t1a11y I obtain information from the students on’

CoE c. their educational goals and I conduct end-uf-term .
- ’ . assessments and/oe student follow-up surveys- to
- determine the.effectiveness of my courses in helping
. students reach their educational goals. , .
311610 3 235 - . End-of-term measurements indicate that 70% or more
-8 e of students enrolled in my courses met the performance,

e . w -« . objectives of the course, , _ :
S0+ 201610 1.343  End-of-term measurements indicate that 50% or more .
T L. s . of the students in my ¢lasses performed at their

C ' ~ highest potent1a1/ab111ty -
6017 4 0 118 I recommend Chemeketa Communi ty Co]lege to people.
k "6 8 3 1 2 214 * 1 would like to teach at Chemeketa Communlty College
;J RN in the ruture

:_\1
l

. IV.-Please describe. the instructional method(s) you have used in this course.

an
R Most used Least’ ) .
10 22 23 8 16 21 Lecturg Method |,
32711 8 5 19 Lecture and discussion _
7A 3¢ 13 9 1 31138 [ - Laboratory, workshop and studio demonstration
ﬂxi A3 810 . 4 29 Ind1v1dua]1zed instruction; working at your own pare
or on your own project. ‘ .
6 7 6 3 5 73 E ';Work experience; on the joh training or-internship.
23 ls‘lg 5 8 36 Competency-based ‘instruction (demonstration of mastery

of~one skill or concept, then moving on to anofher),

s, N (",. ) '
oo gg J1 , e




o . » : . . Appendix C

XNSTRUCTOR SURV‘Y

V. Please indicate the relative importance of each of the ‘ollowing in he1p1ng
—-- - you-to be your most effective in this class (1eft column). Then please
describe the degree to which each is present in this, class (righp column}.

Ideal Situation . Current Situation - -
- r]msg Irgpbztant lﬂ?\asf : - b]!osg .ngs%ntSLeaNSz\t ,
S . Support from competent adm1n1stratcrs. ]
3119 20 3 4-22 Eager students 25 21 20'"2""3“}3
6516 3 o o 1¢ Adequate instructional materials. | '38:;i*I;“'5 , 20-
. 46 22 10 0 2 20 -Adequate fac?lities for instrqction. 25 23 21 4 .5 22
48 24 10. 1 o 17¢ Diverse student abilities & interests. . 33 14 25 4 3 20
._§1 14 1? 6 10 22. Information about collegg procedures. -« ,gq 14 18 5 6 23
‘18 '4 20 3 8 37. Information about course requivements. ,, ;. 23 7 7 nm
2123 11 3 10 33 Knowledge of college expectations of 112313 9 o 36

. . \

: part-time teachers. X ‘
26 17 13 6 7 30 Feelings of -belonging/identification 131819 7 9 34
with the college‘ ' :

23 20 20 5 923 An understand1ng of my role 1n the 15 17 21 .9 13 26

. %r_ community college. S T 1
_ 28.19 20 3 9 z1 Interaction with other part-fjme 191826 8 623 |
-— ‘ . teachers at the college B - ’
7 14 19 15 8 12 32 Staff development oppor. ~ are 5 6 15 17 23 34

‘ S + relevant to my needs. 1 :
17 19 14 4 1u 36 - Staff developmert opportunities are 11 515 15-15 39
: ‘ 'scheduled flex1b1y
20 13 15 5- 542 Adequate information about staff 61 19.5 12 45

) . development opportunities.
16 23.17 4 7 34. Staff development opportunities that  13.13"13 o 15 37
are followed up well by my, ceordinator ‘

and me. ., . )
201116 6 7 40 Adequate instructional fac111§1es for 12 516 9 16 43
. this course. . oL

47 23 4 1 \2 23 Adequate stédgnt support services such '26%%6 19 3 5 23
as Leafning Center, tutors, bonkstore,
- . ccunseling and advising.
Adeguate communication with your

e _ /1412 13 6 17 43
immediate supervisor. .

26 15 13 2 3 41

o
- g 9¢

#




) Appendix C

. (. ) K
INSTRUCTOR SURVEY ~ -

// P - ) +

”61. Please’describe the support services you consider preferred for your ideal

< program (left column) and describe the availab111ty of support services to
your current program (right co]umn)

Ideal Program , o Current Program
el gt | A gy e
37 17 43 4 226 Registration : 31 26 6
322010 3 33 Business Office o 20 16 14
231212 © 54 Library/Learning Resource Center 19 20 13
11 10°14° 7713 44 Bookstore facilities 21 12 20
71413 715 4 Data Processing for management’ " 10 3 6
- " Printing for program rieeds 30 18 11
23-16 10 | Secretarial/Clerical ' ' 1917 12
17 912 i - Counseling for students 2% 714
9 15 - Advising foi s.udents 20 8 11
10 10 Job placement for students v 110 8

-

3 30
5 41 .
.44 .
5 38

8 67
2 37
1 48
2 50
3 53
‘4 67

7 5 : Child Care for students 10 5.5 6
1 4 Tutering for students * 1110 7 9
3 8 Activities for students 8 s

72
58
11 61

4.
3
4.
3
3
5
2
3
5
6"
3
2
4
4

THANK YOU. FOR YOUR HELP

UNIVERSITY OF CALIF.
1.0S ANGELES °

MAR 3 1 1978

CLEARINGHOUSE FOR
~ "UUNIOR COLLEGES
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. Appendix C
’ mnmxsmnvs SURVEY AND. PERCENTAGE RESPONSES

; Chemeketa Community College has initiated a Program Improvement Plan to better
- serve the cicizens of our College District. This survey, wiicn is a part of
= that-plan, will provide information to college planners considering future
~ -"college programs. The‘information you give will be treéated confidentially and
- you will: remain anonymous. Thank you for your partic1pat1or and help in the
;,Program Improvement Plan.

Please read the response head1ngs carefullj Mar&one response per line
“indicating your rating. Where used One = a high rating; Five = a low rating;

‘wv~NA-—not -applicable-to-you.- If you have quest1ons, plea*e ask _the personmd1s-
tributing the survey for help ‘

?i: I. As you planned your course offer1ngs how 1mportant did you consider each
) of the .following. goals of education in select1ng wh1ch courses you offered?

MQst Imnortant; Ledst
172 34 5 WA

18 2929 12 6 6 Job preparat1on, to prepare for a new or d1fferent job.

s 35 15329‘”0 18 6 ' Job advancement; to update job sk1lls or work for a
- ' promotion, .

24 12 To earn a credential; to earn a degree or.tertifjcate.-'
To learn for its own sake; for interest 1n°the subject.

To learn-about oneself and others; psychology or -~ e .
interpersonal relations. To develop one's creativity. -

244118 6 6 & 7o develop a hobby or for r¢ eational purposes;
leisure activity.’ '

N : 1229 47 ¢ o ¢ Health, physical well-being or safety. I o
?;~=w "~ w47 41..6 0 o For the betterment of home ;apd family.

‘To contribute toward commun1ty development or otner
social concerns. .

6 29 24

o)}

o

282035 0 6 6
292935 0 6 0

641 41 13 o)o
'nj-Ii; Please indicate the relative 1mportance of each of the fo]lowwng in your

= . ideal program (on the left), and the' ex1stence of each in your current
T program (on the right). _

Ideal Program . : "~ Current Program .
’bfo.sﬁ gmogrtgntNlAea_st ‘,’]M‘oszt 3Imol{>rt5ant‘ALeast

Up-to-date course out]unes are avail-

5-
53 35 01209 able. 6 29:3524 6 0

\\ .
/
3541 612 6 0 Course odtlines contain objectives, that 0 641 35 12 6
\ are measurable 1in terms of student learn- o
ing.

There is a process for.systematic  _ oy
; Irev1ew of course outlines for appropr1at- 0121247 29 © "
ness of content and objectives. '
‘ J} .
c & . o,
D . : > . ;o

..24°47 18" 6 6 .0

ot -

—
i
*
k]




-Appeﬁdix C

' ADMINISTRATIVE SURVEY

. 111. - Please indicate the importance of each kird o1 information (left scale)
and the ava11ab111ty of the data to you in the right scale

Most Im ortant Least . .Most Available Least
1.2 3 NA 1 2 3775 NA
42 3512 6 0 0 Data gathered from students shows that 6647 12 29 6 ‘
B courses 1 manage enable students to ‘ . .
meet their educational goals and pursue .
their interests. , .

Data gathered from students show that
courses I manage meet student's expec-
tations. - .o

Data gathered from studants show that
courses I manage ercourage their further
part1c1pat1on in educat1on

1841 0 0 6 35 - Data show that 70% of the courses have . g
: . an acceptable student -end-of course - 12 12724 12 0 41

o 4

29 53 12 0 0

'~ 471824 012 0° 624 24 2418 6

. . retention rate, which is’__. % of
) . the students enrqlled at the end of
. . the 4th week. (Please-fi1l in the %)}.-
35 2018 6 6 & Data show that 85% or mcre of the : .
R classes I schedule attract enough 3529 0121212
e students for them to "go"
- G;? N
35 24 24 6 0 r2 End-of-term student assesswents 1nd1~ 12 .
: - cate that instruction in 85% or more 24 18 18 6 24
. : of the classes I manage are ‘perfor:
‘ mance oriented. . o ~
' §
IV. Please indicate your perfeptnons of ‘the part t1me 1nstructors W which
’ yo'r work .,
MOst Fre%uedt Least’ -,
123 5 A ' )
6 29 20 ¢ 18 12 1 have little d1fﬁ1cu]ty recruiting personne] who/meet,
) . teacher gqualification requ1rements .
0 18 gg 6. 6 12 . Instructors I hire seek he]p/feedback in becoming
' : more effective teachers. . _
35 41 12 0’0o 12 Instructors I supervise demonstrate concern for students.
24 41 24 0 0-12 Instructors I hire.are effective teachers of adq1‘,.’ f
- N .
V. Please indicate the relative “importance of the following in helping you "
be your most effrétive -as a manager. . . ‘
Ideal Program \\\ ' " . Current Program -
Most Important Least \\\ . . Most Imnortant Least
1 2 34 5 HA

;9 59 30 46 i3 ﬁ?. Adequate\nnformatlon for planning.

6 71 6-12 6 0 Effective hiring proccdures
5335 6 6 0 0 Adequate poof\of qualified instructors.

0255918 0° ©
J041 3524 0 0O
0 20 2% 12 18 6 °

AN
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ADM&NISTRATIVE SURVEY . 2 ’
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€
s\~, Yol
»\\z Rl

Most Important Least L _ .

1 2.3 45 NA :
. 5929 6 6 0 o Budget/financial resources.
5335 012 o o Physical facilities .appropriate for

your program.
" -591812 6 0o ¢ Adequate procedures for 1mp1ement1ng

new course ideas. g
59 24 12. 6 O O Adequate informatioron teacher effec- 6.0 ;1 24 0 0
tiveness. : ) )
" Support from administration: ; o
6518 6 0 6 6 Immediate §Upervisor, 41.29 13 5 0 6~ .
24512 0 6 0 Dean 018 ss 32 0 6.
41122418 0 6 Bresident e 18 35 20 12 0% :
Cal24 12 6 o018 MAdeguate training in management skills. o000 o0 i;l?
4135 12 . 6 O g Staff development; opportunities for 6 29 47. 6 é 6

-

deve10ping skills abi]ities. ,

i
4

- ’ .

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP

Appendix C

-

Most Important Least
1 2 34 5§ N

6 18 35 12 18 12
6 18 53 018 6

“

6 41-2[24.f o 0

>

v s
~

o . Please descr1be the support services you con51der preferred for your ideal )
S program (left column) ‘and describe the ava11ab111ty of support serv1ces to e
/o, .. your- curment program (riaht column). . g
"-1deal Program C ) Current Program-*, -~ :
Most_Preferred Least . - " Most Available Leas''
-1 2 34 5 HA TR ' . 1 2 3. 4.5 NA
592417 6 0 0 Registratior 6245312 & 0
474112.0 o o.  Susiness Office - 124135 6 0 6
. ' o .. Library/Learning Resourge Center L _ S
24 41 24 (6‘.0 6 ! s T i 62447126 6 -
2947121% 0 o Bookstore facilities - C 64735 6° 6 %ﬁd '
. 3553 6 6 0 0 Data PrOCess1ng for management : e 5 35 47 1% 6 0
41 4118 0 0 0 Pr1nt1ng for program neeas’ ‘. . 0 24 65 12 o o
59 24 18 o 0 0 Secretarial/Clerical’ ) . é; 429 6 6 6
212 0 6 0 Counseling for students. ¢ o ;7 16 "€ 22 ;
or . ) : 0
4174118 o 00 Advising for students. 6;41.29 24 o 0" '
: ‘ . Job 1acemenf for students I
122524 6 618" . P ; (‘0 £ 12+34 35 29 f
12 41 24 12 0 12 TUﬁCt‘“Q f°r students Vst r0 6 1273572918
Y 0 6 3512 35 12 pPctivities for students - ..~ A o 6.f2 24 35 24




