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committées with committee membership ranging from 3 to .30; (3) 69.5%
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THE STATUS OF PLANNING AT COMMUNITY, JUNJOR AND
TECHNICAL COLLEGES IN THE NORTHEAST- .

o Alan J. Sturtz = - o
Director, Institutional Reseaxch, Planning and Developsent
‘ ' South Central Community College v -

o New Haven, Connecticut ’

o X . . " Y
Py -

-

During the summqr_of 1984, }50 community, Junioxr and teé;ni4

-~ .

cal college presidents in the elevgp:state’regiaﬁ of the Northeast

Assqciaﬁion for Institutiogal Research‘ (NEAIR) were surveyed

< .

regarding “the status of planning .atﬁAtheir_'insbitutians (see
* >

‘Appendix A).Q-TH&§103 usable responées represented a Yreturn rate

& -

of 54.2% from this single mailing. ~Table 1 shows %he rétﬁrn rate_

by state. i
» ========f============é==================;======?=================
Table 1. Retu:n rate by state., S
o & oF . |
STATE -  INSTIRUTIONS - RESPONSES % RETURN -
‘Cénnecticgt\ . . 19 13 68.4 .
lelaware L. 2 1 _ " 50.0
Marylahd 18 3 50.0
Massachusetts \ i o3 17 N 54,8
Maine , _'» - | g “ 5&!6 ' i
New Hanpshire .8 | /{ 2 ‘ 25.0-
New Uersey - : A 13 _ 3 47.4
New "York ) | o 54 33 t 1.1
Pgnns?lvanég J . 26 - 1T 4 §2.3
% Rhode Island : -1 : )y 100.0
Vermost | i 3 ‘ - : ; 75.0
TCTAL ‘ ' » 130 1032 54.2%

_—-—.___.——-..«h—.-.._——-—_-.—-_—-.._——~_—_—---..-—-;—_—_—————-—_—...—-.—-——q—--_
e e e Y 1+ P 3 -t 3 ¥ T T T S Pt

— i mmeeme ——— ——————— E - , VU

_ﬁéft oftghpreséntapionf€¥ the Elé§§5€3Q553551_§é§¥idg of the
NorthEast * Association for Ifstituvional Research, Albany, - New
York, October 1984, é -

*
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s The Status of Plaaning at Communivy, Juniar‘and chhnical'Cal@igcs
. - ' Page 2 w

"“I‘.-.-‘--“‘.--‘--l“-:“.S.--t“‘Rﬂ“":‘R“l-“ﬂﬁtxlﬂll"“‘

*.
: T o=
- N

Tnbl: Z presents in tadlular forn scl&ctcd :csponﬁfs by stlbc'

Afcr Affiligtion, the d.vclopment af an institutional plan, ang
«-whether therc is a planning. officer or plananing commzttni As .an
p§erall summary, cffthe,p;esidints who f.ﬁpondcd, B4% ptfo _f;om7
public insﬁituti;ns; 80% hav¢  insti#&tional plass; 59* ‘htve;a >
staff nmember Qho ser§|s .&% & planning cfficer; and 69% ‘ﬁgvc‘a‘
planning committee. FTE enrollment at all respcnding 1nstx;utzon9'
ranged fram a low of 90 to a high of 15,045 with a median of

‘ 1,850. -27.5% of the rnspendzng institutions had FTE enrollment‘cf
"\ . less <than 1 000; 35.1 % had’ enrollment bctween 1,000 and 2,500;
19 zx nad enrellment between 2,500 and 5,009;'and 18.25 had FTE

\
‘ enrollment over 5,000,

k.3

~

==ssssssssssse=sssagtsssssssssssesssasssszszsssasssassesssssssgos
Table 2. Responses to Selected Items by State: '
L “ | ~ + All Respondents ’

< o . S ‘PLANNING  PLANNING

: : : STATE - NUMBER HAVE PLAN AFFILIATION  OFFICER COMMITTEE
. ‘ . ¢ - X - Pub(X) Ind(%) ¢ X £ X
cT 13 9 83 85 15 - 5§ 46 8 52

DE 1 1t 100 100 o0 0 o o 0

. ' MD 3 8 8 100 0 8 839 s s6

- MA 17 16 8¢ 71 28 12 71 13 87 |
\\ "ME 4 2 .8 100 0 0 0 : 25 -

, NH 2 2 100 100 0 o 0 2 100

NJ g 3 100 100 0 8 89 7 78

Ny 33 26 739 82 18 18 S5 26 73

) PA . 11 8 82 73 27 3. 73 L

‘ R1” 1 0 0 100 0 1100 1100

VT 3 s 9 67 23 5 0 0 5

TOTAL 103 82 80% 84%  16% E1 53% 71 BIX

e e . R e Y T Ty T

o 4
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The Status ©of Planning at Caimuniby, Junior and Technical Colleges
— Page 3 , ‘ |

~ : ‘ S
. = -“‘-“‘-““.“‘t":‘I‘“"ﬂ:l‘“‘:‘II::‘:‘SN::88::8::38::"‘8;

- K L
; ! - ! : ! s ; P: ° A . ' ‘ ‘
o3 ) : : ‘ .
- .~ Eighty-two (79.6%) of tire presidnntilresgbndipq (in nine of '
N N ‘e ‘ - < . \

the eleven states) indicated that théy had an institutional p}an:_
seventy (B85.4%) were from public ¢al&e§es, twelve (14.6°%) were

¢ from independent collgges (in four of the. eleven §babes). The FTE

-

gproilment foz‘collnges}with long—range plans ranged from 156 to

. 14,977, with a_median enrollment of 2,700 FTE. °

- -
¢ .

£ ==::::3:2::=::::::2:::&:==S==3====$=$======t============ =t

‘ - Table 3. Responses to Selected Ttems by State:
Institutions with Long-Range Plaans , o
‘ . . PLANNING ~ PLANNING

.

STATE  NUMBER  _ APFILIATION  OFFICERN  COMMITTE
., prizio congemm|
: - Aub(%) Ind(x)

R g, % « $ X

| T, s , .78 2z 6 6 8 .89
. . JE 1 100 0 o o 0. ¢ . W
. MD 8 100 0 7 88 - 5 62 |
* A 16 75 —25. 12 715 13 81

| “ME 2 ) 100 . 00 f 1, 50
S NH 2 & 100 ., 0 P 0 2 100

o o N s T, o 8 s 778 .
NY . 26 85 15 17 65 28 92
- PA -~ 3 78 22 8 89 g 1%

TOTAL . 82 " B5%  15% 58 71X 63 84x

2

Fifty-eight (70.7%) of the respondents with institutional
' v . L ‘

plans alsc‘iﬁd a Sﬁ%?ﬁ,Amember who served as & planning cofficer;

s o *:-“}“ " ' '

twenty-four had nd

svaff position ‘(see Appendix B). =~ Sixty-
oo C 1) T

4
nine presidents (84.1%) indicated that their institutions had. a
-

rlanning committee; «twelve indicated no committee and one did not

pes ~

Fag

o

.

respend Ye Yhe guestion. .

.

>

-
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L ’ -l.“““ll‘l“‘.“"“-‘----.-i‘k‘ISS‘I“‘SI-SSI!SI“‘I"n“'l‘

-

Y

*

. Khen .asked 'ta” describe the committee selection process,
i . ) . . [ . e v .
fifty~three {55.58) noted éhlt.&hl committee was appbintcd;v/ben

s . _ S _
_ indicated ﬁha€<§§§ congittee was compris of both appointed apd

‘elected staff; thrce’chPuies have an elefted planning copmittee, i

+

ocne has a-:volunteer sistgm. The number of members of the plannxng
cemmiﬁfees tangés from 3 té 30. (Twenty—five prlsxdents indicated
that there was ne*fixed\memheréhip,or did not.answer the queitioniz

two responded that the planning committee was a committee of the

Board of Trusteis.) The most common committee size was -twelve (10

¢

-

écllgges), five collegcs each had seven, eight or nine ?amber

k - 13
. commxttees,, four colleges each had ten or eleven member commib-
A N
tees. . ’ . . -
. Fift§?thrée ‘célleges (64.6X) have at least one' administratorxr

on the pladning committee: most cdmmftteeé‘h;& two (12 colieggs)c

followed by*hree/fdur[ifive (7 colleges eaéh), and six and seven

) ' # . . . X Y

adminigtrators (5 colleges). Forty-six colleges: (56.1%) have at

- least opé faculty member on the committee: 12 colleges have féur;
. ~ ¥ *

10 colleges have two; 7 colleges havé five; S colléges have three;

*

and ' two college&“haveApl;nn;ng committees with 12 %acul?y members

+ servinyg. Thirty—four colleges {(41.5%) have at least one Qpper
L

member of the profgss}onéitgxaff serving on the planning cgmmit~

tee; eighteen co&legeé (22.0%) have at leaét one classified sta§£

member on the commzttee, andwtwenty~six colleges (32.8%) have at

ledst one student serving on the planning committee.

\ . , ) ‘
Seven out of ten instita&ions’ghat have plans (55/69.5%) use

. thiee—year‘ planniég‘ Yeriods; ;fourﬁeén bolléges have tw?‘ year

~—

o : ' { ' - ‘
ERIC : 5

- - ) ‘, » ) ) -, ,.‘ T
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. . Page ©

:---------:----ss::n::ssa::n:-s:s::::s:::::ssnasxnsx:ns:s:-::::ss
N ) ‘ \ . «

<

I [ T
! ,
' \
pIcnnin? pcriods ‘andeight cclln’:s have a longer than tbrcc—y&ar

~
planning cycle (nost 1ndicatcd:fivc ‘yhars).

Fcrty-fivc of thet nighty-two colleges with plani inclﬁdc
progfams, facilitfcs and“p&rsognel'elements in thxi: instiéuéionil“u
plans; Qlcyenpzncludn oniy préﬁr;ps and‘f;ciiit§e§ glenents, bhrn§~“

R igcludi ’§rogram and:personnnl elemeﬁts; bhree include only pro-
\ graﬁs{ one each 1nc1u§e;\ f;cilxtins or personnel, and seventeen
1nclude the bhrec elements lxsted and also such concerns as devel-
§J;\ o opment, \ student services, 'aémxssxpnsjenrollmenﬁ, budget, and
0 " community relatxans." : , | : :» . i ‘
No Instztutzcnal Plan s e - . " ‘

. Twenty—-one (20.4%) of the presxdents respondxng to the survey
zndicabed that thsy had =o xnstztutxcnal plan. . They . represént
sixteen public and ‘five independent colleges‘in? eig§€ - of ‘the'

1 elevéﬁ‘étates surveyed. |

. . ~
\\\wg_ EEven though there was no institutional plan, thxee respond-

s ents 1néxcated that thty &?& havé a staff member~who servpd ‘as'-é?>
, e ,
plannxng offzcer and.three 1ndxcated that their 1nst1tut:on had a

# -

planning committee (two committeés were\\appoznteﬁ; the thzrd.

Fad

~institution provided no response.)] >
\‘

I

=3
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Table 4. Ro!ponscl to Selected Items by States ’ o
Institutgens with No Long-Range Plans C
', A. . PLANNING PLANNING

/

STATE = NUMBER AFFILIATION m mﬂg
. L. T PubR) Ind(%) ¢ % .8 % ’
cr %, . 100 0 0 o 0 0
\ XD 1 100 0 1 100 00 '{
A 1 “o 10 .0 0 .0 0
ME_ 2 100 0 0 0 0 0
NY 7 71 28 114 2 29 .
- PA 2 S0 50 -/ 20 0 o o "
’ RI 1 1100 0 1100 1 100
R - 7 3 0 0 - 0 .0
TOTAL 21 768 28%. 3 . 14% 3 1%
) =====..=..=..=:=—:ss_::::::::---~::=====~=_===’==s==s===sss===.s_==_=‘z.‘:=..s ‘
Most of the 1nst1but1ons in the Ne& Plan category do.zntend Yo
correct that status. fifteen antzc;péte the formulatxgb a

37 1

plannxng pro;ess.wzthxn one ygar;‘two anticxpate a process thbin
‘>th;ee ?ears. Oae collegevantkciﬁateé that fcrmulation of & plan—

nzng prccess wzll .take longer than three yearg and three colleges

do not antzcxpate the fcrmulatzon of a plann g process.
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%' PLANNING AS A PARTICIPATIVE PROCESS
A A survey to determine the extent of planning at
community, junior and technical colleges in the Northeast

SECTION 1: INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION

State in éhich your college is located

-

Affiliation: (Public or Independent)
Fall 1983 FTE Enroliment ‘
Number of Professional Staff

Number of Classified Staff P

Does your college have an Institutional Plan ‘ ‘

(If YES, please answer the questions in SECTION 2; if NO, please anawer the

question in SECTION 3) .
o . / ’

-

‘SECTION 2: INSTITUTIONAL PLANNING -

ad

Does your institution have a staff member who, serves as
a planning officer? '
If YES, please give TITLE~

Does your institution have a Planning Committee?
e - ¥

If YES, is it APPOINTED or ELECTED T
Number of members : ' »
: Administrators
- - Faculty” ‘
. Other Professional Staff
Classified Staff , ,
Students . o . v S

What time ‘pai'iod does the Plan cover: L.
(a) one ye?r;_ (b) three years; (c) five years; (d) other

€

What elements does the A‘Plan cover: ‘ B )
(a) programs (b)-facilities (c) personnel (d) a and b: (e) a.and ¢
(f) ® and ¢ (g) a, b and ¢ (h) additional areas: PLEASE LIST

H &

e

——
&

Describe briefly how the plan is developed (Use the back of this page if
necessary)}. '

4

SECTION 3: §UTURE PLAEQNINg EFFORTS

Do you anticipate the formulation of a planning process

(a) within one year (b) within three years (c) longer than three years;
(d) do not anticipate-the formulation of a planning process

—--_..——_-_—.——-—-_—_——p———-—n---—.——---_——_-—-‘—-s-—----—mu-—_-—--—-—-—n--—-—-_—_

' Please return this form in the enclosed envelope to Dr.. Alan* J. Sturtz,

Director of Institutional Research » Planning and Development, South Central
Community College, 60 Sargent Drive, New Haven, CT 06511. . »

-

IRPDS . i0

4
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I APPENDIX 8 L ’ B

.o
A

PLANNING OFFICERS -

L 3

Based on the survey responses, the fallo%ing tablliprcscnts -the

-
*

titlcs‘ of staff members Whaxscrvn'as planning dffici:s at the

-

different campuses. 'ﬂ! , - : ‘ E

[
*

TITLE ' ot NUMBER ~ PERCENT
(Institutions With Plans) S8
=SSI:S8=‘ISS:‘:::KE&IS!I: - - .
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING (+) . =~ = 28 50.0
* () o '
(Inst) Research ’ ‘ !
Development y
Managenent
Budgut B
Facilities

. Human Resources .

* " Information Services

Plaaning

NN N RSNV E N

&

‘ . Director (Imst) Research/Devmt ' 8 1

President | e ' B

1

Academic Dean *

| 3

' Assistant to the President . 3
Executive Dean (of the College) 3
VF/Dean/Dir Inst Devmt/Advancemt 3

umnouwm o W
L] » L] »

> TN N 0 o

Administ:at;ve,ﬁean‘
' Director Fiscal Operations -*
Director Institutional Services

. s . s
- : L

™~
.}
w

K s
b pa
» -““
<~

s

' . .
e e o o S ——
-y F i+ 3+ P Y

(Institutions Without Plans) 3 - - x

. Assistant to the President : 3 100.0

¢ - . - 1 ERIC Cfear‘ingﬁgn'ge for Junior_Colleges
| | AUG 16 1985




