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Introduction

In 2006, the California Community College Board of Governors adopted the “System Strategic
Plan”, a comprehensive strategic plan (http://strategicplan.cccco.edu/) that addresses five
main areas for the California Community Colleges. Of critical importance are the five Strategic
Goal Areas:

College Awareness and Access;

Student Success and Readiness;

Partnerships for Economic and Workforce Development;
System Effectiveness; and

Resource Development.

Specifically, Goal D3 of the System Strategic Plan, Analytical Capacity for Measuring Success, is
“to enhance the research and analysis capability at the System Office to support the Colleges
and the Board of Governors in tracking performance, planning and budgeting, and setting
policy.”

Recent budgets have resulted in a significant reduction in staffing at the Chancellor’s Office,
greatly limiting analytical capacity and responsiveness to emerging needs and issues. Although
staffing has declined, the need to conduct analyses has grown. In a sense, the Chancellor’s
Office has experienced a pressing need to prioritize the kinds of research activity it can
undertake. Such a prioritization affects Goal D3 in two important ways. First, prioritization
enables management to direct its scarce resources to the specific set of activities that will
benefit the college system the most. This helps the Chancellor’s Office avoid allocating staff to
projects of less critical need and neglecting projects of the most critical need. Second, a
prioritization of needed projects provides a basis for describing the studies/activities that the
Chancellor’s Office will forego, given its Imited staffing. This can aid the effort to obtain
adequate resources for research, a necessary element for achieving Goal D3.

A common tool for prioritizing an organization’s research activities is the research agenda. The
research agenda structures a prioritization process so that an organization can systematically
weigh strategic factors in its consideration of alternative research projects/activities. In many
environments, the various stakeholders of an organization represent a dominant portion of the
strategic factors in the prioritization process. Therefore, in October 2008, the Chancellor’s
Office hosted a retreat, involving its stakeholders, to develop a research agenda for the
Chancellor’s Office.

A diverse group of staff from the Chancellor’s Office, a variety of community college
organizations, the Department of Finance, and the Legislative Analyst’s Office developed the
Chancellor’s Office Research Agenda over a two-day retreat at the Kellogg West Conference
Center at California State University, Pomona. See Appendix A for a complete list of
participants and organizations.


http://strategicplan.cccco.edu/

The group worked through a process (further described in the report) that included the
following steps:

Discussing the value of creating a research agenda

Identifying external opportunities and challenges and internal strengths and
weaknesses

Discussing potential research projects and initiatives

Developing criteria to evaluate each initiative

Prioritizing the initiatives

This report contains detail on each of these steps, along with our future plans to revisit the
research agenda periodically.



Section 1: Creation of a Chancellor’s Office Research
Agenda

Research Agendas

The research agenda organizes research projects/activities, and it has application in a variety of
fields, including but not limited to, child welfare (Minnesota Department of Health Services,
2003); cyberconflict studies (Mulvenon, 2005); ESL (National Clearinghouse for ESL Literacy
Education, 1998 and National Research Council, 1997); Green buildings (US Green Buildings
Council, 2007); career guidance (Bernes, Bardick, & Orr, 2007); university-industry relations
(Parkmann & Walsh, 2007), and student consumerism in higher education (Naidoo & Jamieson,
2005) among others. Refer to Appendix B for full reference information.

Participants
To develop a research agenda, the Chancellor’s Office involved constituents from its own
organization and from certain organizations relevant to community colleges.

The following is a list of organizations that participated in the Chancellor’s Office Research
Agenda (a complete list of participants can be found in Appendix A):

California Community College Chancellor’s Office

Academic Senate for California Community Colleges

California Community Colleges Research and Planning Group

California Department of Finance

California Legislative Analyst’s Office

California Partnership for Achieving Student Success (Cal-PASS)

Community College League of California

Foundation for California Community Colleges

Representatives from various community colleges, chief executive officers, and chief
information systems officers

Retreat Format

The development of the research agenda took place over a two-day retreat at the Kellogg West
Conference Center at California State University, Pomona, facilitated by Mary Beth Baker, an
independent consultant.

To develop the research agenda, the participants discussed the opportunities and challenges
facing CCC, and brainstormed possible projects using the System Strategic Plan as an organizing
framework. After brainstorming possible research projects, the group evaluated the projects
and identified priority projects. Further discussion was held on the priority projects to define
project scope and objectives and benefits. The remainder of this document provides a
synthesis of the retreat discussions and is organized in the following eight sections:



1. Value of Creating a Research Agenda
2. Discussion of External Opportunities and Challenges, and Internal CCC Strengths and
Weaknesses

Potential Research Projects/Initiatives

Possible Selection/Prioritization Criteria

Prioritization of the Initiatives

Defining the research projects

Caveats/ Concerns about the proposed portfolio of research

Evaluation of the Retreat

O NOUL AW



Section 2: Value of Creating a Research Agenda

Our first item of discussion as a group was to brainstorm the value of creating a research
agenda. As noted earlier, the Chancellor’s Office has a limited number of staff and resources
and this list helped us to focus the agenda.

The four main ideas we discussed are to: focus resources; establish priorities; manage
expectations; and to provide leadership.

1. Focus resources

Integrate groups with shared needs

0 Prevent unintended duplication of efforts (both internal and external)
0 Work affirmatively without triage

0 Coordinate resources

o

2. Establish priorities
0 Define and focus on priorities
0 Set own priorities versus someone else setting our priorities (proactive versus
reactive)
0 Respond to opportunities

3. Manage expectations
0 Understand capacity
0 Dispel or confirm “myths” — beliefs of how things are
0 Tell our story in an honest way

4. Provide leadership
0 Support decision-making at all levels — state, college, program and classroom
0 Serve as a model learning organization
0 Establish authority and give validity to leadership capacity as understanding the
implications of the data
0 Fulfill job responsibilities



Section 3: External Opportunities and Challenges, and
Internal Strengths and Weaknesses

In the next step, the group discussed both the external opportunities and challenges and
internal strengths and weaknesses. As shown in this section, many opportunities and
challenges exist for the Chancellor’s Office. Additionally, the Chancellor’s Office has numerous
internal strengths and weaknesses.

External Opportunities

There are many external opportunities that exist for the Chancellor’s Office, ranging from a
shift in a culture of evidence, to the economy, technology, outside interests, new leadership
and relationships, and finally, demographic changes. See the list below for more details.

Shift in culture to accept/adopt a “Culture of evidence”
0 Increased willingness to use the data to look at what is happening in the system
0 UC Accountability measures are providing possible examples
0 Use research responsibly to express results and findings (e.g., translate best
practices to various campuses and environments)
0 Use the culture of evidence to look at both successes and failures. For example
learn about “student learning”:
A Why 17 weeks?
A Why it works?
A Why it does not?

Economy

0 The economy may change the demographics of the student population, i.e.,
more prepared students may attend CCC because it is a more affordable option.

0 $700 billion economic crisis presents an opportunity to revise the status quo.
Opportunity to retool and retrain — challenge is to focus the resources to
respond.

0 Heightened employer interest in workforce and workforce supply issues
(immigration, other states, increased retraining (trend to shifting careers,
lifespan/retirement), etc.

Role of research analysts
0 The role of research analysts is evolving from “producers” of reports to
interpreters, advisors/interpreters of the data.

Changes in technology
0 Growth of technology tools will facilitate collaboration
0 Increased automated reporting tools allow more time to focus on analysis rather
than generating the data



Increased interest in community colleges from external parties
0 Increasing interest by academics in conducting research about community
colleges
0 Increased outside funders interested in helping CCC

New and stronger leadership and relationships
0 New Chancellor
0 Capitalize on leadership interests, e.g., Governor
0 Intersegmental work (K-12 and 4-year institutions)
0 Have the ability to leverage more data as a result of strong relationships with
CSU, UC and K-12 (e.g., enrollment forecasting models)

Changing demographics
0 Increase in Latino population
0 Do not expect an increase in the number of high school grads for the next ten
years
0 Increasing age of the student population
0 Shift in education to lifelong learning
0 Growth in distance education and technology (delivery system)

New research opportunities
0 Student learning as a measurement — identify authentic measures for classroom,
and curriculum
0 Cost analysis — what programs are successful? Why? Why not? Need to focus on
what data can be generalized versus what is not “generalizable”?
0 ARCC report provides a critical mass of data and therefore an opportunity for
self-evaluation

External Challenges

While there are many external opportunities that exist, the Chancellor’s Office also faces a
number of external challenges. Our discussion centered mainly on data—its availability, usage,
quality, etc. Resources, the inability to shift to a culture of evidence, and changing external
factors also affect the Chancellor’s Office.

Use of data
0 Not just relying on “easy to grab” data
0 Perceived threat of research — people view data as punitive — may be threat to
local economy
0 Diversity of the system makes comparisons difficult

Availability of data to complete research
0 Obtaining data about students and their experiences during the term (not just
before and after)
0 Data silos and privacy issues (as result of student reporting) — there is no K-20
data system



(0]
(0]

“Drowning in data and thirsty for meaning”
Qualitative/survey data is not collected. (There is a need for survey data (faculty,
student, employer)

Improve quality of data and research methods

(0]
(0]
(0]

Data quality and integrity across the colleges is variable
Need for validation efforts to build credibility of the study
Rigor of required analysis and the availability of tools

Research resources

(0]
(0]

(0]

(0]

Need to leverage all research resources for the common good

Volume of research done by outsiders is large and requires significant effort on
part of research staff to respond to these studies

Limited capacity to do research and shift to a culture of evidence. Capacity
impacted by turnover of leadership, turnover of staff

Research done by CCC viewed as biased versus that, which is done by outsiders,
is trusted

Current incentive/ability to shift to a culture of evidence

o

(0]
(0]
(0]
(0]

o

Conflict between learning outcomes and funding model

Negative research that does not get published

How the Press handle research data

Leadership willingness/openness to shift to a culture of evidence

Need leadership development for teams —how to be a leader who collaborates
A Researchers good at mining data
A Presidents/Trustees manage their own agendas

Ability to communicate with leadership

Challenging and/or changing external factors

(0]

(0]
(0]
(0]
(0]

Increased demand for access, accountability and retraining,

Federal intervention (Accountability for High Education)

Only state system that caps enroliment

Accreditation standards are a challenge to meet

Potential for three years of budget cuts (yet provides an opportunity to
negotiate for flexibility in how allocate/spend budget)

Internal Strengths

The Chancellor’s Office has a number of internal strengths, described by the group and listed
below. As we will see in later sections of the report, collaboration will be an important
strength that can help the Chancellor’s Office to expand its limited resources.

Internal Strengths
Entities within the system are aligning
Collaborative approach to designing the agenda
Availability of data (elements)



Ability to communicate and teach how to analyze and use the data

Internal Weaknesses

The Chancellor’s Office has a number of internal weaknesses, described by the group and listed
below. Staff turnover, capacity, and funding pressures were among the list of internal
weaknesses the group defined.

Internal Weaknesses
Turnover of leadership and research staff (limited labor market makes it difficult to
keep staff)
Capacity
“Siloed” at state and local level
Funding pressures (e.g., narrow definition of what is included in “classroom”)
Media issue — linking research to instruction
Research agenda is viewed as externally driven
Diversity used as an excuse to explain away the data
Too many areas to research/too broad
Have the ability to opt out, e.g., there are no consequences if do not participate or if
collect “bad” data, no incentives to collect quality data



Section 4: Potential Research Projects/Initiatives

The group was divided into three subgroups to brainstorm possible research projects. As an
organizing principle the groups were asked to focus on the specific Strategic Goals outlined in
the 2006 CCC Strategic Plan. The table below provides a list of the 27 topics and project ideas
that the groups discussed and highlights from the overall group discussion. The strategies are

organized by each Strategic Plan Goal.

# Strategy Study Research Questions/Topics Recommended
Project/
Discussion Notes
1 Strategy A: | Conduct Impact of offsetting fees and Financial Aid
College Studies in preserving access Model Review
Awareness | Financial Aid Role of Financial Aid in promoting (hi-fee-hi-aid
and Access student success versus lo-fee,
Practices in Financial Aid student low-aid?
engagement Combine with 3,
19, 22A and 23
2 Strategy A Access Improve implementation and data 2A: Improve
Studies collection of SEARS survey (study of | SEARS survey
student income, 1°" generation) 2B: GIS Data
GIS data analysis — design a pilot to | Analysis Pilot
test usefulness of collecting student | 2C: Immediate
address as a proxy for income Access Time
(rather than using zipcode) Series study
Access-time series
studies/participation
3 Strategy A Program Student services (EOPS and Integrated with
Evaluations Financial Aid utility analysis) #1, 3,19, 22A and
Outreach (EAP) 23
4 Strategy A Delivery/ Analyze Distance Education Support | 4A: Analyze Dist
Distance Models Ed support
Education 0 Pre-requisites models
0 Tech support 4B: Reframe
0 Student Support LeBaron’s report
0 Faculty Development on Distance Ed
0 Cost models
Distance Ed vs. face-to-face
O Access
0 Success
Distance Ed components and
student success
5 Strategy A | Classification In progress
Study

10




# Strategy Study Research Questions/Topics Recommended
Project/
Discussion Notes
6 Strategy A Other Concurrent enrollment 6A: Concurrent
Non credit- CR transition Enrollment
Phoenix U Phenomena
7 Strategy B: | Transfer Disaggregate currently identified 7: Transfer Study
Student Study transfer population
Success & Explore/identify currently un-
Readiness identified transfers
8 Strategy B Analysis of Consider factors such as Distance 8: Analysis of
Course education, learning communities, Course Factors
Factors scheduling, etc)
0 Create data elements
0 Identify factors to be
included
9 Strategy B Collect Ties to revised CB21 9: Collect Course
Course Eventually analyze the data Placement Recs
Placement
Recommenda
tions (thr.
CcO)
10 Strategy C: | Data 10: Data
Partnership | integration, Integration
for Wkforce | knowledge
& Eco Dev management
for matching
supply with
demand
11 | Strategy C Employment Conduct longitudinal study of 11: Employment
outcomes employment outcomes and post- Outcomes.
secondary usage (include tipping Consider
point of career path) effectiveness of
career ladder
12 | Strategy C Curriculum How do we improve response time? | Removed from
Development list after
discussion
13 | Strategy C Partnership Design evaluations Removed from
Academies list after
discussion
14 | Strategy C CTE Programs Measure cost and levels of success | 14: CTE Programs

(link to #21)

11




# Strategy Study Research Questions/Topics Recommended
Project/
Discussion Notes
15 | Strategy D: | ARCC Integrate ARCC into Equity or Equity | 15A: Equity into
System into ARCC ARCC
Effective- ARCC — National 15B: ARCC
ness Peering/Benchmarking National
Peering/Benchma
rking (in
progress)
16 | StrategyD | Student Impact on student success Removed from
Learning list after
Objectives discussion
17 | StrategyD | SWIRL Impact of students who “SWIRL” Local studies
and measuring outcomes
18 | Strategy D Study of What is being done? Removed from
Professional How is it being funded? list after
Development discussion
- current
practice
19 | Strategy E: | Fee Policy Revenue vs. affordability Combine 1, 3, 19
Resource and 22A
Develop-
ment
20 | Strategy E Cost Index Removed from
list after
discussion
21 Strategy E Program Analyze the break even cost to fund | Link to #14
Analysis nursing programs
22 | Strategy E Fee Policy How does fee policy and financial aid 0 Combine A
affect student access and success? with 1, 3, 19
Which laws, rules pr regs are obsolete? and 23
0 How does (limit of) 50% law on non- | 0 Remove B, C
instit expenditures affect student and D bullets
success? from the list
Does current distribution of S for
growth, stability, etc have effects?
Does SB361 work?
23 | Other Create an For example, West Ed is conducting | 23: Inventory of
inventory a study on assessment practices and | Existing studies
existing/ their effectiveness (Includes 1,3, 19
proposed Nancy Shulock is conducting a study | and 22A)
studies of what “works” in student service

12




Forecasting

etc), how many students should
CCCenroll:
0 To meet the mission(s) of
our colleges?
0 To achieve state workforce
goals?
Consider “served” students as well
as those students in the
underserved “reservoir”

# Strategy Study Research Questions/Topics Recommended
Project/
Discussion Notes

24 | Other Establish Combine with 26
common
guidelines for
conducting
studies (to
raise the
quality of
analysis)

25 | Other Performance Is this a valid approach? 25: Performance-
based based Funding
funding

26 | Other Expand Combine with 24
research
methods and
reporting
tools

27 | Other Super Model Consider external factors (budget 27: Super
for cuts, credit crunch, unemployment, | Simulation Model

13




Section 5: Selection and Prioritization Criteria

After the group developed the list of projects for consideration, the group also developed
criteria that can be used to select and prioritize the projects. These are important factors to
consider because they can affect the way projects are selected and prioritized.

The group came up with the following selection and prioritization criteria:

Possible Selection/Prioritization Criteria:
Is the project “doable” — do we have the data?
Does the topic address multiple goals in the Strategic Plan?
Will the study output move the system forward with internal and external
constituencies?
Will the study impact:
0 Political leadership
0 Students
0 Economy/workforce?
If the study is conducted, can the work (output) of current or previous studies be
leveraged?
Is the problem addressing a “crisis” question or short-term need/question?
How much new information will the study provide?

14



Section 6: Prioritization of the Initiatives

After much discussion and review of each of the initiatives participants “voted” for their choice

of high priority projects. The shaded rows represent those research projects that received the

highest number of “votes”.

The group also categorized the projects into:
Quick wins (High-impact, short-term timeframe (0-12 months))
Stars (High impact, long-term timeframe (12-24 months))

Building Blocks (Low impact, short-term timeframe (0-12 months))
Back Burners (Low impact, long-term timeframe (12-24 months))

Number Name of Research Initiative Category Votes

8 Analysis of Course Factors Building Block | 23.5

9 Collect Course Placement Building Block | 23.5
Recommendations

23 (includes Create an inventory of existing Quick Win 20

1,3, 19 and studies

22A)

10 Data Integration Stars 19

11 Employment Outcomes Stars 16

14 CTE Programs (link to #21)/Program Stars 16
Analysis (Nursing)

15A Integrate equity into ARCC Quick Win 15

2A Improve SEARS survey Back 14

Burner/Star

2B GIS Data Analysis Pilot Building Block | 12

7 Transfer Study Building Block | 10

2-c Immediate access (time series study) | Quick Win 8

4A Analyze distance education support Quick Win 8
models

17 SWIRL Study Star 5

25 Performance Based Funding Quick Win 4

24/26 Establish Guidelines for Conducting Building Block | 3
Studies (Expand methods)

27 Super Simulation Model Back Burner 2

6A Concurrent Enroliment Building Block | 1

15B ARCC National Peering/Benchmarking | Quick Win In progress

4B Reframe LeBaron’s Report (on Building Block | In progress
distance ed)

5 Classification Study Building Block | In progress

15



Section 7: Definition of Research Projects

Participants were again divided into three groups to discuss scope, objectives and benefits of
the high priority projects. To facilitate discussion each subgroup was assigned a subset of the
projects to discuss. Results are summarized below in their order of priority.

1. Project Name: Course Section Factors (#8)

Scope:
Factors of section attributes (Identify relevance to student outcomes e.g., Puente)
Data elements

o ID
0 Values
Objective Benefits
Conduct program evaluation Clarification of section attributes
Create infrastructure Understanding of section attributes
Operationalize definitions and Ability to conduct research
magnitude

Key Action Steps (Complete Spring 2009 and begin collection Summer 2010)
Technology Advisory Group to identify section attributes
MIS create new elements
Create DED entry
Rollout

2. Project Name: Course Placement Recommendations (#9)

Scope:
Create MIS elements to capture course placement recommendations (and test scores)
Objective Benefits
Put information into a system Ability to conduct research
regarding placement Describe course placements

recommendations

Key Action Steps (Complete Spring 2009 and begin collection Summer 2010)
Technology Advisory Group to identify section attributes
MIS create new elements
Create DED entry
Rollout

16



3. Project Name: Inventory of Existing Studies (#23)

Scope:
Searchable archive of reports (internal and external)
Central repository of studies
Developing criteria/review of study quality
Marketing — get people to use the data in the studies
Note: Many currently exist with RP Group CSS

Key Objectives Benefits
Warehouse/Inventory of existing Common information
studies Clearinghouse
0 Existing program Internal (maybe external)
evaluations (what is not Efficiency (eliminate duplication of
there). work)
0 E.g, financial aid Improved decision-making
0 Internal and external
studies

4. Project Name: GIS Data Analysis (#2B combined with # 10 Data Integration
and Knowledge Management)

Scope:
Datawarehouse design (server space)
Building analytical capacity (tools and people)
Identification of data
Format -- Portfolio source data for technical and non-technical users

Subscription

CCC . Public
Environment Census
Facilities ASIL
Program Base maps

for CCC

Campus systems
and portfolios
Non-technical
decision makers

Analysts
RP Group
Chancellorc‘;%

Analysts

17



Key Objectives

Benefits

Enrollment management (manage

supply and demand)

Efficient resource allocation
Information

Usable format

More informed decision-making

Program and service planning
(College, regional, local, state
levels)

0 Student service needs

0 Curriculum

0 Staffing

0 Workforce development

Resource optimization

Meeting student/community needs
Enhanced research capacity
Enhanced data reporting
Marketing tool

Facilities

0 Bond planning analysis

Resource optimization
Support planning
Enhanced data reporting
Marketing tools
Communications

5. Project Name: Employment Outcomes (#11)

Scope:

Investigate CTE programs (e.g., career ladders) and employment outcomes

Objective

Benefits

Classification of programs
Expansion of outcome data
0 Longer tracking

0 More students

Learn efficacy of CTE offerings

Possible Funding Source: VTEA/CTE Funds (Ext to Patrick (Perkins)

Key Action Steps (Fall ‘09 — Fall ‘10)

Identify appropriate group (CTE and Research)
Identify program attributes and student outcomes
Design data collection processes (Ul wage data, survey)

Collect and analyze data, create report

18




6. Project Name: Evaluate CTE Programs beginning with a pilot of the Nursing

Program (#14 and 21).
Scope
Define costs
Apply to sample (5 colleges?)
Define successful outcome(s)
Measure outcome(s)

Key Objectives Benefits

Establish a methodology for Methodology to use for other programs
determining cost Information to make the case for future
Establish performance indicator(s) funding

Inform Policy Information to inform the development
of nursing program.

7. Project Name: Integrate Equity data into ARCC (#15)

Scope
Take existing ARCC data and cut demographically including race, ethnicity, gender,
disability, etc
Make available in datamart
Supplemental ARCC report

Key Objective Benefits
Make colleges more aware of Inform college work on equity plans
equity issues Inform state policy decisions

8. Project Name: Expansion of Student Attributes/SEARS survey (#2A)

Scope:
Identify additional student attributes (e.g., 1% generation, native laws,
income/household size)

Create MIS data elements
Work with CCC Apply committee
Try to feed information into SEARS
Objective Benefits
Conduct rigorous research using Ability to conduct research
student attributes as related to
success

Possible Funding Source: Hewlett Grant

19



9. Project Name: Fees, Financial Aid and Affordability (#1A, 1D, 22A and 19)

Scope:

Use IPEDS GR data

Conduct a literature review
0 Models, impact analysis
0 National part rate-fees/financial review (white paper)
0 Index
0 National/state policies

Key Objectives Benefits

Evaluate other state/system Informed policy
models of fees, revenues, financial
aid and participation

Information to inform state
policy/budget discussions
Optimize student access and
success

20



Section 8: Caveats and Concerns

After the group detailed the projects, we discussed some caveats and concerns about our
proposed portfolio of research.

Caveats/ Concerns about the proposed portfolio of research
Agenda is system level research
Must first conduct a literature review to validate the project needs
Did not identify any projects to build research capacity
Supporting classroom level research e.g. faculty to faculty, faculty with research
Projects require technical assistance
Messaging and marketing of studies is important
Rigor and utility analysis in design

21



Section 9: Evaluation of the Retreat

Finally, the group discussed what went well during the retreat and also noted what changes
should be made for the next time the agenda is revised.

What went well during the retreat
Representation from other units as well as from LAO and DOF
Process and facilitation
Organization of the event

What changes should be made for next time
Need small college representation
Need more rigid guidelines and input about the Research Unit’s priorities
Need a mechanism to connect with external research groups

22



Section 10: Discussion—Applications and Limitations

Applications

The research agenda will immediately help the Chancellor’s Office to make decisions about
how it will allocate its scarce resources. This should help the Chancellor’s Office to achieve
additional efficiencies in its research-related activities in that it will expend less effort on
activities with low priority. This initial product will also help stakeholders external to the
Chancellor’s Office to recognize the likelihood that their specific research interests will receive
Chancellor’s Office assistance. This recognition will help external parties in their planning and
in their evaluation of how their research needs have been framed.

A different benefit of the agenda may arise from the clarification of unmet research needs that
external research parties, such as academic researchers or policy analysis groups, may view as
opportunities for them to contribute. In this scenario, the research agenda will improve the
use of third-party researchers (i.e., parties external to the Chancellor’s Office) by providing
them a clear definition of studies that the Chancellor’s Office needs but cannot do in the short-
term. To some extent the research agenda also identifies opportunities for third-party
researchers who want to undertake studies without risking any redundancy or overlap with
Chancellor’s Office studies (that is, studies the Chancellor’s Office has not even envisioned).
The Chancellor’s Office could use the research agenda to essentially create efficient matches
between prospective third-party researchers and unmet Chancellor’s Office research needs.

As noted elsewhere in this report, the research agenda will also highlight specific areas of
research that will only receive action if additional resources become available to the
Chancellor’s Office. This will help to dispel notions that the Chancellor’s Office will somehow
address an endless galaxy of research needs with its existing resources. This also means that
stakeholders who have a research need that is unlikely to be met under the research agenda
will need to provide better arguments about the priority of their research needs and explicit
requests for additional targeted funding for the Chancellor’s Office.

Limitations

The research agenda reported here will serve the immediate purposes of an initial
prioritization of various projects/activities that the Chancellor’s Office may do. To some
extent, some limitations of the research agenda already appeared above in the section on
caveats and weaknesses. The scope of this agenda differs from the scope that policy analysts
may see in other situations (such as those noted in Appendix B). First, this research agenda has
a very narrow scope; it only addresses projects or activities that the Chancellor’s Office will
directly undertake or sponsor (with or without contract). Second, this research agenda limited
its potential options to those projects/activities that would incur relatively small costs.
Consequently, the agenda largely omits the collection of new data (such as new data from
surveys or assessment instruments), the use of field experiments, and the conduct of “large-
scale” studies.

23



Third, a research agenda usually depends upon an extensive literature review of the subject
area in order to document the current state of knowledge for that subject area. The literature
review helps people to identify the most serious gaps in knowledge that new research could
address. Because the Chancellor’s Office lacked the resources to conduct these extensive
literature reviews for the current research agenda, it may be possible that some kinds of
potential research may have been overlooked.

Fourth, the agenda does not detail possible actions that would directly expand the research
capacity of the Chancellor’s Office. In some research agendas, an important aspect is the
development of the infrastructure for research through staffing policy (recruitment, training,
and retention) and new funding (which could pay for data collection, software, and travel).

The above limitations should not deter the Chancellor’s Office from using the present research
agenda to guide its pursuit of Goal D3. This description of limitations primarily identifies some
potential benefits that could come from investing additional resources into future phases of
the research agenda process. In addition, readers should recognize that the Chancellor’s Office
knowingly designed its research agenda with these budget-related limitations in mind. The
limitations are a matter of necessity rather than a matter of choice.
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Section 11: Future Action

This research agenda is the initial step of a continuous multi-year process. That is, the
Chancellor’s Office will periodically revisit the research agenda to improve it and to account for
changes in events, priorities, and increases in our knowledge. Although we often believe that it
takes a number of years, even decades, for developments to precipitate meaningful change for
a research agenda, this may not necessarily be true in the Chancellor’s Office situation. In a
social science arena such as higher education an event—major legislation, an election, or a new
definitive study on student learning—can alter the landscape for needed research. So we
cannot consider the work on the research agenda as final or complete.

Limits in Chancellor’s Office funds and staff will constrain the process of periodic updating and
improvement, and a scenario for an updating of the agenda will involve a process that differs
significantly from the process used in this initial step. A likely scenario for the periodic revision
will probably apply a virtual teleconferencing mode (rather than an in-person retreat) and a
form of consensus-building such as a Delphi process. (Delbecq, et al., 1975) This scenario
anticipates that the Chancellor’s Office will issue an annual (or a biennial) document to
facilitate the sharing of each updating of the research agenda. The formal revision process has
a distinct set of actions in it. An informal mini-environmental scanning process by research
staff should precede the formal revision—to account for new events and increases in
knowledge.

Future actions will also need to move the Chancellor’s Office forward on the long-term
research projects (dubbed as “building blocks”) because it will be very easy to perennially
postpone any action on these long-term projects to the point where no progress ever occurs
toward achieving these long-term projects/activities. If a long-term project or “building block”
really has substantial benefit for the community college system, then it would behoove the
Chancellor’s Office to plan some short-term steps that will eventually implement the long-term
project. So each year, it will be important to evaluate the status of each long-term project in
the existing agenda to decide whether the Chancellor’s Office can continue to postpone action
on it for another year or so. For that matter, as time passes, the Chancellor’s Office may even
determine that a long-term project conceptualized in a prior agenda no longer has sufficient
relevance to policy—and we should delete it from the research agenda.

Finally, it would make sense to note specific features of the research agenda that need
refinement. For example, it may help to give projects on the agenda detailed descriptions
along with expected costs and benefits over time. Also, it may help to note any
interdependencies between projects/activities on the research agenda because such
dependencies may change the priority of a project (especially if one project must first occur in
order for another research project to succeed). These kinds of refinements could alter the
priority that a specific project/activity receives in a future agenda. Of course, these
refinements, as well as the processes for updating the agenda, imply some additional workload
for the Chancellor’s Office.
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Appendix A: List of Retreat Participants

California Community College Chancellor’s Office Staff

0 Steve Bruckman, Executive Vice Chancellor

0 Patrick Perry, Vice Chancellor, Technology, Research, and Information Systems
Division

0 Willard Hom, Dean/Director, Research and Planning Unit

0 Alice van Ommeren, Specialist, Research and Planning Unit

0 LeAnn Fong-Batkin, Community College Program Assistant I, Research and
Planning Unit

Research and Planning Group (http://www.rpgroup.org/)
0 Michelle Barton, Treasurer (Director, Institutional Research and Planning,
Palomar College)
0 Kenneth Meehan, Past President (Director, Research and Planning, Fullerton
College)
0 Rob Johnstone, Vice President North (Dean of Planning, Research & Institutional
Effectiveness, Skyline College)

College Representative
0 Daniel Martinez, Riverside College

CEO Representative
0 Harriet Robles, President, Mission College

Academic Senate Representative (http://www.asccc.org/)
0 Mark Wade Lieu, President

Student Services Representative
0 Linda Michalowski, Vice Chancellor, Student Services and Special Programs,
CCccco

Academic Affairs Representative
0 LeBaron Woodyard, Dean, Academic Affairs, CCCCO

Vocational Education Representative
0 Ron Selge, Dean, Career and Technical Education, CCCCO

Foundation for California Community Colleges Representative
(http://www.foundationccc.org/)
0 John Roach, Director of Systems Analysis

CalPASS (http://www.cal-pass.org/)
0 Terrence Willett, Director of Research
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Community College League of California (http://www.ccleague.org)
0 Scott Lay, President/CEO

Legislative Analyst’s Office (http://www.lao.ca.gov)
0 Paul Steenhausen, Senior Fiscal and Policy Analyst

CISO/IT Representative
0 Wim McSpadden, Butte College

Department of Finance
0 Jean-Marie McKinney, Assistant Finance Budget Analyst
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