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RIVERSIDE COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 
Board of Trustees Annual Planning Meeting – September 14, 2004 - 6:00 p.m., 
and September 15, 2004, 6:00 p.m., Board Room AD122, Riverside Campus 

 
AGENDA 

 
Light Supper 

 
ORDER OF BUSINESS

 
Pledge of Allegiance 

 
Anyone who wishes to make a presentation to the Board on an agenda item is 
requested to please fill out a “REQUEST TO ADDRESS THE BOARD OF 
TRUSTEES” card, available from the Public Affairs Officer.  However, the Board 
Chairperson will invite comments on specific agenda items during the meeting before 
final votes are taken.  Please make sure that the Secretary of the Board has the correct 
spelling of your name and address to maintain proper records.  Comments should be 
limited to five (5) minutes or less. 
 
I. Review of Agenda and Expected Outcomes (30 minutes) Salvatore G. Rotella, 
         President 
 
II. Review of the McIntyre Scan (30 minutes)   Raj Bajaj, Director,  
 - Facilitated review of the significant findings from  Effectiveness Services 
 the McIntyre Report. 
 
III. Comments from the Public
 
IV. Review and Update on RCCD 2003-2004 and  Office of Academic 
 Draft Strategic Planning Process Update, June  Affairs: 
 2004 (1 hour)       Ray Maghroori 
 - Facilitated review and dialogue regarding RCCD  Susan Mills  
 Strategic Planning.      Raj Bajaj 
 Information Only       
 
V. Comments from the Public
 

Stretch Break (10 minutes) 
 

VI. Accreditation Self-Study Update and Review of  Tom Johnson, 
 Timeline and Critical Dates (1 hour)    Advisor to the President 
 - Facilitated review and dialogue regarding the   
 Accreditation Self-Study and Timeline    
 Information Only       
 



VII. Comments from the Public
 
VIII. Adjourn the Meeting until Wednesday, September 15, 2004 – 6:00 p.m., Board 

Room AD122, Riverside Campus
 

Light Supper 
 

VIV. Reconvene the Meeting (Wednesday, September 15, 2004 – 6:00 p.m.) 
 
X. Economic Impact Report (45 minutes)    Michael Bazdarich, 
 - Facilitated review and dialogue on the Economic  Senior Economist,  

Impact of the District in the region.    UCLA Anderson 
Information Only      Forecast 

 
XI. Comments from the Public
 

Stretch Break (10 minutes) 
 
XII. Riverside Community College District: An Audit  Marcia McQuern, 
 of Administration (2 ½ hours)     Consultant 
 - A facilitated review and discussion of the audit 
 report on administration 
 Recommended Action: Consensus and Adoption of Guiding Principles 
 
XIII. Comments from the Public
 
XIV. Adjournment
 
 
Attachments: 
 

• Strategic Plan  
• Strategic Planning Process Update – September 2004 
• Accreditation Self-Study Update 
• Riverside Community College District: An Audit of the Administration 
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RIVERSIDE COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT’S 
STRATEGIC PLANNING PROCESS, 2004-05 

 

 

 
 INTRODUCTION

 
Prior to the 2000-2001 ACCJC/WASC (Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior 
Colleges/Western Association of Schools and Colleges) self-study process, the District had 
planning and program review activities in place, but they were not fully integrated across all 
college entities.  Since then and in response to issues identified during the self-study process, 
the District has developed an extensive and detailed strategic planning process.  After a 
thorough review and lengthy discussion, the RCCD Board of Trustees adopted the 
Curriculum-Centered Strategic Planning Model (CCSPM) on March 7, 2002. (See model 
description below.) The CCSPM has provided the blueprint for developing and implementing 
planning processes within the Riverside Community College District. 
 
Using the CCSPM, the District will accomplish the following: 

T Focus planning and operational procedures on learners and their objectives 
T Promote alignment – both internally (among different units in the District) and 

externally (District programs and services aligned with specific learner population 
objectives and community needs) 

T Support the transition to a three-college system 
T Encourage innovation and improved quality through assessment 
T Enhance ability to secure outside resources 

 
For the past two years, the District has been developing the framework of planning 
principles, processes, and structures needed to implement the CCSPM in a three-college 
district.  Two phases of the strategic planning model have been identified. 
 
Phase One centers on the following components: 

T Planning Model – CCSPM  
T Principles guiding the implementation of the CCSPM in a three-college district – 

Including sciences and liberal arts core on all three colleges 
T District Goals and strategies that define the overall direction of the District 
T Structures and processes needed to delineate issues and engage participants in 

dialogue on the CCSPM topics 
 
Phase Two focuses on developing:  

T Entity plans (discipline, department, campus/college) 
T Strategic Issue Area plans 
T Separate accreditations for the three-colleges and the District 
T Academic Master Plan for the District 

 
The purpose of the present document is to describe the work that has been completed to date 
and to highlight the work that remains to be done. Planning and program review participants 
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can also use this document as a guide to existing practices and processes.  Yet, it is important 
to note that the present materials should be viewed as a working document.  Procedures are 
reviewed and discussed continuously to identify improved methodology for creating the 
learner-centered, evidence-based dialogue sought among RCCD faculty, staff, and students. 
It is this ongoing and reflective dialogue that will result in ways to meet the needs of the 
District’s diverse learners. 
 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND: THE PLANNING MODEL

As noted during the 2000-01 Accreditation Self-Study, RCCD had many planning activities, 
but they had become fragmented during the College’s rapid growth in the late 1990s.  A 
common district framework was needed to integrate the key planning processes for 
developing goals, (re) aligning actions, and assessing success and outcomes.  Additionally, 
the District was continuing to move toward a three-college system to better serve the needs 
of its diverse communities and learners.  After much study and discussion, RCCD selected 
Dolence and Associates’ Curriculum-Centered Strategic Planning Model to guide the 
development of its planning processes. 
 

The CCSPM consists of five interlocking parts: 
 Learner-Centered Curriculum Architecture 
 External Environmental Scan  
 Action Planning: generating ideas, formulating mission statements, strategies, 

goals, objectives and establishing an implementation and evaluation schedule 
 A continuous Self-Study Process 
 Key Performance Indicators  

(See Appendix A for a detailed description of the CCSPM components.) 
 
Central to this model is the Learner-Centered Curriculum Framework (LCCF) which drives 
planning processes in scanning, self-study, and evaluation.  The LCCF requires a careful 
consideration of the following: 

 Who are the learners? 
 What objectives do they seek? 
 What provider models are available? 
 What is known about teaching & learning? 
 What is in the inventory of provider models? 
 What type of curriculum can be designed and developed for a specific 

population? 
 What support services are required for learners to successfully engage and 

complete their programmatic goals? 
(See Appendix B for a detailed description of the LCCF components.) 
 
The intent of the learner-centered approach adopted by the District is expressed in the 
following passage from the introduction to the June 2002 ACCJC/WASC (Accrediting 
Commission for Colleges and Junior Colleges/ Western Association of Schools and 
Colleges) accreditation standards.   
 

Revised September 6, 2004 2



The primary purpose of an ACCJC-accredited institution is to foster learning in its students. 
An effective institution ensures that its resources and processes support student learning, 
continuously assesses that learning, and pursues institutional excellence and improvement. 
An effective institution maintains an ongoing, self- reflective dialogue about its quality and 
improvement. 
 
 
 
 
PHASE ONE (2001-2004): BUILDING THE FOUNDATION FOR THE CCSPM

To facilitate the development of the CCSPM at RCCD, completion of several foundational 
tasks was required.   First, it was necessary to develop and define the components of the new 
three-college RCCD system and their respective functions.  Initially, these issues were 
discussed in college retreats.  Subsequently, work groups were established to continue the 
discussion and make recommendations in the following five specific areas:   
 

1. Planning Architecture 
2. Entity Architecture 
3. Organizational Architecture 
4. Curriculum Architecture 
5. Governance Architecture 

 
Based on this work, the RCCD Strategic Planning Executive Committee drafted a set of 
overarching principles to guide the planning process in the emerging three-college district. 
These planning principles were approved by the Strategic Planning Executive Committee on 
April 9, 2004.  (Appendix C) 
 
A second foundational piece of work completed in Phase One was the development of the 
Strategic Plan for RCCD, 2003-04.  The Plan outlines the following eleven strategies for 
achieving the District’s vision:   

 Five Foundation Strategies - LCCF, CCSPM, Communication, Effectiveness, 
Partnerships 

 One Transitional Strategy – Evolution to Three Colleges 
 Five Major Operational Strategies - SEM (Strategic Enrollment Management), 

Technology, Human Resource Development, Infrastructure, Resource 
Development 

 
The “RCCD Strategic Plan, 2003-04” has been widely distributed to faculty and staff.  The 
plan’s strategies have also been widely discussed at retreats, in meetings and in other forums. 
 
A third foundational component was needed in the areas of organizational structures, 
standard operating procedures and processes. Several committees were formed to promote 
dialogue, develop processes and align actions within and across the district’s organizational 
entities; they include the following:  
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 Program Review (Program Review Committee serves as a resource to entities 
in the program review process; reviews and recommends approval of program 
review submissions) 

 District Assessment Committee  
 Academic Planning Councils (Department Chairs & Deans) 
 College Strategic Planning Committees (Former Site Committees) 
 District Strategic Planning Executive Committee 

 
The RCCD Instructional Program Review process was redesigned during spring 2000 and 
fall 2001 to bring greater focus to student learning outcomes assessment.  The review process 
necessitates internal dialogue within the instructional units (disciplines) and requires 
disciplines to clarify and achieve their goals within the overall context of the District’s 
mission, vision, and strategic goals.  In addition, the new process seeks to: 

 Strengthen programs within and across instructional units; 
 Foster improvement and self-determination within instructional units; 
 Strengthen the links between instructional units, institutional goals, and 

strategic planning; 
 Strengthen the bonds within the college community and foster cooperation 

among instructional and non-instructional units;  
 Provide systematic feedback on student learning; 
 Stimulate and encourage ongoing dialogue on student learning and outcomes 

through program and service improvements; and 
 Maximize the use of institutional resources. 

 
The self-study process asks instructional units to assess: 

 Current status.  Who is/isn’t being served? 
 Mission and goals.   What are the short and long term goals for the unit? 
 Strategies. What strategies are in place or will be developed for addressing the 

mission and meeting the unit’s goals? 
 Data and Research.  What evidence is needed to monitor and track progress? 
 Evaluation.  How can the self-study process be improved? 

 
A detailed description of the instructional program review process is found in the RCCD 
Program Review Study Guide, May 2003.   
 
The District Assessment Committee (DAC) was formed in November 2000 to develop an 
assessment philosophy, a set of principles to guide the learning assessment activities, and to 
lead the development of an assessment plan for the District.  Background materials on 
DAC’s activities are found at: http://rccd.cc.ca.us/assessment_committee/index.htm. As part 
of program review, disciplines are asked to develop, and report on their progress in 
implementing a student learning outcomes assessment plan.  DAC then reviews, comments, 
and makes recommendations on the assessment plans that are submitted through the program 
review process.  (See Dolence’s Integrated Curriculum Assessment Model in Appendix D 
for a complete mapping of the relationship among assessment, curriculum, and learners.) 
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In the spring of 2004, a process was established to link program review, assessment, 
academic master planning, and campus planning with the District strategic planning 
processes.  Figures 1-4 depict the processes and structures that lead from unit-level program 
reviews to campus-level and district-level plans.  Figure 1 illustrates the role of the Academic 
Planning Councils (campus department chairs/deans) which review instructional 
departments’ plans and consolidate them into a campus academic plan.  The Campus 
Strategic Planning Councils (former Site Committees) then consider the plans and ensure that 
they are integrated with needed support services to create a campus-level strategic plan.  
Finally, as shown in Figure 3, the District Strategic Planning Executive Committee 
synthesizes the campus strategic plans with the District’s Strategic Plan.  Figures 2 and 4 
depict the parallel structures of the campus- and district-level strategic planning committees.  
This process was pilot-tested in spring 2004 and will be refined over time. 
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Figure 1. RCCD Entity Planning Process for Campuses  
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Figure 2. Campus Strategic Planning Committee Structure 
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Figure 3. RCCD Entity Planning Process (Campus to District) 
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Figure 4. District Strategic Planning Executive Committee  
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ACADEMIC PLAN WORKFLOW 
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 PHASE TWO: IMPLEMENTING THE CCSPM IN THE THREE-COLLEGE DISTRICT

 
As illustrated above, the processes for developing entity plans for disciplines, departments, 
campuses, and the District have been developed and pilot-tested.  A subcommittee consisting of 
members from the Program Review and Assessment Committees and interested faculty members 
at-large are refining the program review process.  In Phase Two, these processes and structures 
will be used to accomplish three major goals: 

 Development of an academic master plan for the District 
 Development of tactical plans 
 Completion of the transition to a three-college district 
 Preparation for and completion of the self-study/accreditation 
 Continuation of review and refinement of planning process 

 
In order to actualize these goals, the following existing processes will be utilized: 

 Complete entity plans for all District entities (disciplines, departments, programs, 
and campuses);   

 Continue program review of academic disciplines; 
 Develop an academic plan for each department; 
 Establish an academic master plan for each campus/college; 
 Using the academic master plan as a guide, complete strategic issue area plans for 

learner/learning support areas (technology, strategic enrollment management, 
human resources, student services, facilities, institutional effectiveness, budget-
resource allocation); and 

 Continuous review and update of the strategic planning process to ensure the 
District’s academic master plan meets the needs of its students. 

 
The other major component of Phase Two is the self-study and accreditation for the District and 
each of the three-colleges.   
 

 
 PREPARING FOR ACCREDITATION
 
One of the Phase Two strategic planning process goals is preparing the District for the transition 
from a single college with three campuses to a three-college district. A critical component of this 
transition is the self-study and accreditation of the district and the three colleges. 
 
Riverside Community College District is accredited by the Accrediting Commission for 
Community and Junior Colleges/Western Association of Schools and Colleges (ACCJC/WASC).  
The District was last accredited in 2001. A mid-term accreditation report was submitted in 
March 2004. The next scheduled accreditation self-study will occur during the 2005-2006 
academic year. The District visit is tentatively scheduled to take place in spring 2007. 
 
Before the California Community College Board of Governors will officially change a campus 
status from a “center” to a “college”, the center must become independently accredited as a 
college.   
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Prior to this, however, a report and support documents must be submitted to the ACCJC /WASC 
providing evidence that each of the centers (Moreno Valley and Norco) can operate 
independently.  The document, called an Eligibility Report, addresses questions related to 
instructional issues such as academic programs, degrees, certificates, faculty, administrative 
support, student services, facilities, financial management, organizational structure and other 
aspects of college operations.   
 
A second document, called a Substantive Change Report, must also be submitted to the 
Commission.  This report analyzes the impact that would occur on the Riverside campus as a 
result of the conversion of Moreno Valley and Norco centers/campuses to independent colleges.  
 
Both the Substantive Change Report for the Riverside Campus and the Eligibility Reports for 
Moreno Valley and Norco and supporting documentation for each were prepared in May of 
2004. The RCCD Board of Trustees accepted these reports at its May 19, 2004 meeting and 
approved the submission of the reports to the ACCJC/WASC. 
 
In July 2004, the Substantive Change Sub-Committee of the ACCJC approved both the content 
of the report and a name change for the Riverside campus to Riverside City Campus.  Also 
during July, the Commission’s Eligibility Sub-Committee accepted the eligibility reports for both 
the Moreno Valley and Norco centers/campuses and has recommended the approval of the 
reports to the ACCJC/WASC.  The Commission will meet in January to formally take action on 
the eligibility of the two centers. 
 
To date, district-wide discussions on the new accreditation standards, guidelines and procedures 
have taken place.  A team of district administrators and faculty have attended a training session 
on the new accreditation process.  Additionally, preliminary discussions have taken place 
concerning the organization of the self-study. 
 
The accreditation work during 2004-2005 will include comprehensive district wide discussions 
on the accreditation/self-study process.  A “culture of accreditation” will be fostered throughout 
the District.   An action plan and organizational structure for the self study will be developed and 
an Executive Committee to oversee the self study will be formed.  Teams of individuals will be 
identified on each campus to lead the self study process.  Training will be provided to familiarize 
the teams with the accreditation standards.  A timeline will be developed to guide the process.   
 
During 2005-2006, the above activities will be continued.  In addition, each campus will also 
prepare a self-study report. These reports will be completed, submitted to the Board of Trustees 
for approval and subsequently submitted to the Commission prior to the team visitation.   
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RCCD Entity Planning Principles Summary 
Approved by the Strategic Planning Executive Committee, April 9, 2004 

 
•  The Learner-Centered Curriculum Model (LCCM) will prevail 

 LCCM will guide curriculum design, development, and implementation, and review 
(RCCD Board Resolution No. 43-01/02, March 2002) 
 

• One Curriculum  
 A common core of sciences and liberal arts 
 All entities will use a single catalog 
 A common (unduplicated) course numbering scheme 
 A common course outline 
 All courses are transferable within the district 

 
• One Student Contract  

The contract would include: 
 Matriculation regulations 
 Limitations on Enrollment 
 Programs of Study 
 Degree and Certificate requirements 
 Attendance and grading policies 
 Students rights and responsibilities 
 District-wide student application 

 
• One Employment Agreement per Bargaining Unit 

 Both faculty and classified staff will each have one collective bargaining agreement 
(contract)  

 
• Student Handbook  

 All information provided is considered common core with the exception of individual 
college resources. 

 
• Faculty Handbook  

 All information provided is considered common core with the exception of college-
specific resources or operation details and services. 

  
• Management Handbook  

 One handbook district wide. 
 

• One District Calendar 
 All entities will operate according to one district-negotiated calendar 

 
• Common Policies, Processes, and Procedures  

 The District’s Processes, Policies, and Procedures Grid will be regularly maintained 
and used to inform operational planning  
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• Same WASC Accreditation Cycle for all Colleges  

 Accreditation reports and visits for all appropriate entities will take place at the same 
time and according to one calendar 

 The District office will coordinate accreditation reports and visits 
 

• Chancellor Office Relations 
The District office will coordinate all chancellor office relations in regards to finance, 
academic, facility planning, data reporting, and related issues 
 

• State and Federal Relations  
The District office will coordinate all relations with state and federal authorities in 
regards to finance, academic, facility planning, data reporting, and related issues 
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Michael G. Dolence 
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THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF RIVERSIDE COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 
Michael J. Bazdarich1, MB Economics & Sr. Economist, UCLA Anderson Forecast 

September 2, 2004 
 

I. Introduction and Summary 
The Riverside Community College District (RCCD), through its three campuses in Riverside, Moreno Valley, 
and Norco, provides upwards of $1.533 billion per year in benefits to the Riverside-San Bernardino 
community.  At the same time, it costs the Inland Empire about $0.386 billion per year in manpower and 
resources to sustain District operations so as to provide those benefits.  These are the findings of a study of 
the Economic Impact of RCCD conducted by my firm.   
 
Furthermore, our findings indicate that these total benefits and costs break down across the three campuses 
in proportions of 54.5%, and 20.7%, and 24.8% for Riverside, Moreno Valley, and Norco, respectively.  
That is, for the Riverside campus, we estimate total annual benefits to be $836 million and annual costs to 
be $210 million.  For the Moreno Valley campus, we estimate total annual benefits to be $317 million and 
annual costs to be $80 million.  Lastly, for the Norco campus, we estimate total annual benefits to be $380 
million and annual costs to be $96 million.   
 
In performing this study, we have enumerated the benefits and costs of RCCD operations in an 
economically rigorous way.  That is, we have excluded specious "benefits" such as job creation and 
multiplier effects supposedly associated with RCCD operations.  Instead, we have defined as benefits only 
the "outputs" RCCD directly provides to its students through its educative operations and the entertainment 
and enrichment it provides to the community.  The manpower and materials RCCD utilizes in producing 
these outputs are properly accounted for as costs of its operation.  What is more, again, in tabulating the 
benefits of RCCD operations, we have included only those for which objective valuation metrics are 
available.  Finally, our accounting of the costs of RCCD operations are exhaustive, including the time and 
materiel expenditures incurred by the community in participating in District operations as well as the direct 
cash expenditures of the District itself.   
 
In other words, in tabulating benefits and costs, we have made every effort to be conservative on revenue 
estimates and inclusive on cost estimates.  Even so, our results indicate that the annual benefits from 
RCCD's operations are nearly four times as large as the costs incurred.  Therefore, these results indicate 
that RCCD is a very valuable asset to the Inland Empire community, and it is worthy of community 
support.  Such support is crucial to the sustenance of RCCD, because, while total benefits cover costs many 
times over, the actual cash revenues RCCD receives do not presently cover its cash expenses. 
 
The format of this report is as follows.  Section II enumerates the benefits and costs of RCCD operations 
and details the specifics of its student body in terms of graduation rates, etc.  Section III utilizes federal 
government studies to derive estimates of the increments to lifetime earnings provided by educational 
attainment.  Section IV applies these estimates to the RCCD student census to derive estimates of the annual 
value of benefits provided by RCCD operations.  Section V details a thorough-cost accounting of RCCD 
operations.  Section VI discusses some of the differences between our approach to calculating economic 
impacts and that of other such studies, specifically the job-creation and multiplier effects that other studies 
focus on, and it also discusses the sensitivity of our results to various assumptions.  Section VII concludes 
by our summarizing results. 
  

II. The Benefits and Costs of RCCD Operations 
Enumerating RCCD Benefits and Costs 
Once again, the benefits of RCCD operations are the "outputs" that the District produces, while its costs are 
the "inputs" required to produce those outputs.  This is true for any private-sector business, and it is just as 
                                                 
1 The author is very grateful to David Torres and Daniel Martinez of the Office of Institutional Research and to Drs. James Parson and James Buysse and their 
offices for their assistance in the preparation of this Report.  Of course, any errors contained herein are solely the responsibility of the author. 
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for a public institution such as RCCD.  Typically with a private business, the value of its outputs is fully 
described by its revenues, and the value of its inputs is fully described by its costs.  If a business is fully 
profitable, then by definition, revenues exceed expenses, so benefits exceed costs, and the business is a 
worthwhile addition to the community's economy.  However, even for a business, this market-evaluation 
process will prove inadequate when there are impacts on the community that are "external" to the firm's 
finances, such as the costs of pollution it generates or non-cash community benefits from its operations.   
 
For a public institution, such as a community college, such "externalities" are the dominant aspect of the 
institution's operations in the first place (otherwise a private company could handle those operations just as 
well).  Therefore, tabulation of its economic impacts requires a more comprehensive benefit-cost analysis 
than merely an income statement.  Still, such a comprehensive benefit-cost analysis would at least start 
with the elements of the institution's financial statements.   
 
In the case of the RCCD, its output is the education it provides to the Inland Empire community.  There are 
three major, identifiable "externalities" involved in this accounting. 
   

1) The benefits of RCCD education accrue throughout students' lives, not just for a year. This factor is an 
"externality" because young people are typically not in a situation where they can accurately evaluate the 
lifelong benefits a college education affords, and so they would typically not be willing--even if able--to pay 
the full market value of an education.  

2) Providing education enriches the whole community, not just the RCCD student body itself.    
3) A substantial portion of the "costs" of RCCD operation--as well as that of any school--are borne outside the 

school's budget, namely the value of time and non-fee materiel expenditures invested by students 
themselves in their education.  These inputs are crucial in securing the "outputs" of RCCD education, but 
again, they are not part of the Disttrict's operating budget.  

 
The first two items provide an argument for government and community support of RCCD.  Indeed, both 
public and private colleges typically receive the major component of their support from government, 
alumni, and concerned citizens, not from their student body.  Still, the question arises whether the 
community receives adequate recompense for its support, and so a study such as ours becomes useful.   
 
The third "external" item is of relevance to a comprehensive cost accounting of RCCD operations.  As 
stated just above, in order to ascertain that a college is fully worthy of community support, we should be 
able to show that the total benefits from its operations meet or exceed total costs.  At the same time, in 
order to ensure that such a finding is meaningful, we must ensure that the cost measure used is inclusive.  
 
There are two aspects of the education benefits of RCCD.  Again, RCCD provides higher education to the 
Inland Empire community, as we have already mentioned.  In addition, RCCD allows residents to obtain 
this higher education locally, without having to commute to or take up residence elsewhere, and these cost 
savings are also benefits of RCCD. 
  
Some students matriculate at RCCD in order to obtain the lower-division credits that will eventually allow 
them to earn a Bachelor's degree or higher at a four-year institution.  Others attend RCCD in order to earn 
an Associate's Degree or equivalent certification alone.  Others will earn college credits, but will leave 
school before they earn a college degree.  Still others attend non-college-credit courses at RCCD in order to 
complete their high-school education. 
 
While all these students receive value from their education at RCCD, for each, the different levels of 
educational attainment will bring different associated economic returns.  All of these students also benefit 
from the cost savings of being able to study locally at RCCD rather than at more distant facilities, in 
different degrees depending on the time spent on schoolwork.  Our accounting of the benefits of RCCD 
operations proceeds by distributing the RCCD student body across these various categories and calculating 
associated educational and cost-savings benefits for each group. 
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Meanwhile, RCCD provides these benefits by hiring professors and support staff and by operating and 
maintaining its facilities.  These are the "internal" costs of RCCD operations, and their economic value is 
adequately reported by the RCCD operating budget.   
 
However, as a public institution, RCCD's budget statement is not an income statement per se, and so it does 
not include any provisions for non-cash costs of depreciation or other "capital consumption," such as a 
private company would report.  Still, the District does utilize a large stock of plant and equipment in its 
operations.  Those facilities have alternate uses to the community, and even though the District does not 
pay explicit cash costs to utilize these facilities, the "opportunity costs" of reserving these facilities for 
RCCD rather than alternative uses is a legitimate cost of RCCD operations.  Thus, an allowance for these 
items should be made as part of a full cost accounting for RCCD.   
 
Finally, again, in addition to District staff time and material expenditures, again, RCCD students 
themselves also expend vast amounts and time and material in furthering their studies.  These implicit and 
explicit expenses should also be accounted as costs (inputs) of RCCD operations.   
  
Table 1 lists the benefits 
and costs--outputs and 
inputs--of RCCD 
operations.  Each of these 
items is evaluated in turn in 
the sections below.   
 
Remember, finally, that 
costs items i) and ii) are 
included in RCCD 
operating budgets, but that 
other cost items are not.  Meanwhile, the benefits of RCCD operation are so much more comprehensive 
than the actual cash revenues of RCCD that official revenues do not provide even a good starting point for 
a benefit assessment.  This is not a knock at RCCD bookkeeping practices, but rather an acknowledgement 
of RCCD as a public institution.   

TABLE 1.  LISTING OF RCCD BENEFITS AND COSTS 
BENEFITS (OUTPUTS) COSTS (INPUTS) 

i) Education Provided to: i) Staff Time 
  a) Eventual Bachelor's Recipients ii) Procurement/Materials 
  b) Eventual Associate's Recipients iii) Capital Costs of 

RCCD Facilities   c) Non-Graduating District Students  
      (including Adult Ed, etc.) iii) Students' Time 
  d) Eventual H.S. Diploma/GED recipients iv) Students' Expenses 
  e) Non-graduating non-credit students 
ii) Cost Savings to all students from local study 
iii) Indirect benefits to I.E. Community 
iv) Other (Athletic/Theatrical Events, etc.) 

 

 
Composition of RCCD Student Body 
The composition of RCCD student body in Spring 
2004 semester is shown in Table 2.2  In the previous 
year, out of a Spring 2003 student body of 29,191 
and a full-time student count of 7,903, the District 
awarded 1,820 Associate's Degrees and 1,490 
certificates.  While official data on Spring 2004 
graduations are not yet available, we used Spring 
2003 graduations and full-time student counts to 
obtain a Spring 2003 graduation rates, and we 
applied that rate to the Spring 2004 student body to 
obtain estimates of 1,844 Associates Degrees and 1,509 Certificates awarded in Spring 2004.  (That is, our 
methods assume that the full-time student count is the relevant pool from which graduations are "drawn.") 

TABLE 2. Spring 2004 RCCD STUDENT BODY 
TOTAL STUDENTS 28,144 

New Students   2,698 
Continuing/Returning 22,435 
Transfer   1,699 
Not Applicable     807 
Unknown    505 

COURSE-LOADS 
Full-Time (12 units +)  8,006 
Part-Time, "Active" (6-11.9 units) 10,725 
"Inactive" (0.1 to 5.6 units)   9,413 

 
Now, not all RCCD students transferring to 4-year colleges and universities and eventually receiving 
Bachelor's Degrees will first receive an Associate's Degree.  Some will transfer directly (without graduating 
from RCCD) upon receiving appropriate college credits.  Such students should also be included among 
                                                 
2 The statistics presented in this subsection are based on data supplied by David Torres and Daniel Hernandez of the RCCD Office of Institutional Research.  
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eventual Bachelor's recipients within RCCD outputs.  While official data were not available on total RCCD 
transfers to 4-year institutions or transfers by non-recipients of Associate's Degrees, we estimated the size 
of this cohort by using data on educational "Goals," as stated by RCCD students in the Spring 2004 census. 
 
RCCD Research Notes for Spring 2004 list 13,397 students who 
listed an AA/AS, Vocational Degree, or BA/BS as their 
educational goal in attending RCCD.  Of these, 8,747 intended to 
transfer after receiving an AA/AS; 2,138 intended to transfer 
without receiving an RCCD degree; and 2,512 intended to receive 
an AA/AS or Vocational Degree without transfer.  These 
proportions suggest that in addition to an estimated 3,353 
officially graduating students in Spring 2004, another 390 
students finishing RCCD in Spring 2004 will transfer to a 4-year 
institution and continue to work toward a BA/BS or higher.  With 
an estimated 1,596 Spring 2004 AA/AS recipients also transferring to a 4-year institution, this results in an 
estimate of 1,986 total Spring 2004 RCCD "graduates" continuing to work toward a Bachelor's Degree.  
We utilize an estimate of 78% completion rate for these students, so that 1,549 of them will eventually 
receive a BA/BS3.  The remaining 1,947 of Spring 2004 "graduates" will complete their schooling with the 
equivalent of an Associate's Degree and with that training provided by RCCD. 

TABLE 3.  RCCD EDUCATIONAL OUTPUTS 
Spring 2004 RCCD graduates 
expected to receive B.A.  

1,549 

Spring 2004 RCCD graduates 
not expected to complete B.A. 

1,947 

New students expected 
eventually to receive AA/BA 

667 

New Credit Students expected 
not to receive A.A. or B.A. 

2,080 

Continuing students not 
graduating in Spring 2004  

21,901 

 
Other 2003-04 outputs of RCCD are as listed in Table 3.  The specific details shown there will be of use 
when we evaluate educational benefits in Section III below. 
  

III. The Economic Value Of A College Education4  
Rather generating our own data on the economic value of higher education, we draw on the results of 
federal government surveys performed by the Bureau of the Census, U.S. Department of Commerce.  
Specifically, a recent study by Jennifer Cheeseman Day and Eric C. Neuberger, entitled “The Big Payoff: 
Educational Attainment and Synthetic Estimates of Work-life Earnings" (hereafter referred to as Day-
Neuberge, see “References” below for a full citation), utilized survey data on earnings by age and by 
education, to derive estimates of work-life earnings by level of education. 
 
They reported average earnings levels by age and 
educational attainment as of 1999.  Their results showed 
definite and substantive effects of educational attainment 
on lifetime earnings power.  They found earnings levels to 
vary directly with level of education throughout a worker's 
career, not just over the lifetime in total.  Chart 1 at right 
summarizes their findings for male workers over the 
educational levels relevant to our study.  Similar results 
hold for female workers across education levels. 
 
Now, again, Day-Neuberger report earnings as of 1999 for 
various levels of age and education.  Those results require modification to make them directly applicable to 
our study.  As they acknowledge, a current 25-year-old can expect to earn more when he or she turns 40 
than is currently earned by a 40-year-old of equivalent education, and similarly for other ages.  Therefore, 
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3 Graduation rates for transferring RCCD students were not available as yet.  We used a rate of 78% because that rate was applicable for the College of the 
Desert, a similar institution in Riverside County for which such data were available. 
  
4 The findings in this section were presented in earlier and somewhat different form in "The Personal Value Of A College Education And The Community Value 
Of Colleges," Inland Empire Review, September 2003, UCR Forecasting Center, http://www.agsm.ucr.edu/forecast/ier/09_03/09_03.html. 
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in order to estimate a value for future lifetime earnings of, say, a college graduate currently 25 year old, the 
Day-Neuberger results should be adjusted to reflect future earnings accretion at various ages.  
 
Over the last fifty years, per-capita real earnings of American workers have risen at an average rate of 1% 
per year.  This is a good measure of the rate at which the wages of workers of a particular age can be 
expected to rise in the future. For example, accreting the current wages of 40-year olds by 1% per year for 
ten years provides a good measure of what 40-year-olds can expect to earn ten years from now.  

 
We took the Day-Neuberger 1999 earnings levels of male 
BAs of various ages and adjusted these to 2004 dollars, using 
the cumulative increase from 1999 through 2004 in the 
Employment Cost Index for Private-Sector Workers' wages 
(+17.2%), as published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
(Chart 2).  We then accreted resulting wages levels at each 
age by a 1% per year productivity growth factor, in order to 
estimate prospective future earnings at various ages for 
individuals currently of community college age, that is 21 
years old.5  For example, 1999 earnings at age 40 were 
accreted by 16.9% to convert them into 2004 dollars and then 
by 1% per year for 19 years to estimate the prospective future 
earnings (in 2004 dollars) at age 40 of a (eventual) college graduate currently 21 years old.   Earnings for 
other ages and educational attainment (and for females) were adjusted comparably.   
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Finally, we want to use these results to derive estimates of expected work-life earnings for various 
education levels and for males and females.  While Day-Neuberger's calculate such work-life aggregates, 
they make no allowance for the time value of money.  Because of interest rate (time value) considerations, a 
dollar today is worth more than a dollar in the future.  So in order to properly aggregate earnings over time, 
prospective, future earnings levels should be adjusted for interest factors.  

 
Similarly, the Day-Neuberger results were reported both for full-time and part-time workers.  However, 
studies typically find that this distinction muddies over time.  That is, a person who is working full-time 
today can be expected to transition out of and back into the labor force (and from full- to part-time and 
back) at various points in his or her work-life.  A Labor Dept. study by Shirley Smith, “Work-life Estimates: 
Effects of Race and Education,” details the statistical incidence of these transitions for workers of different 
ages and education levels.  (See “References” below for a full citation.)  We used her findings to adjust the 
Day-Neuberger results for the likelihood of workers being alive and active in the workforce at various ages. 
 
Chart 3 shows the effects of these successive adjustments, 
again for male BAs.  Specifically, the top line in that chart 
shows prospective future earnings levels for a current 21-
year old, as per Chart 2.  The middle line shows how these 
prospective earnings shrink to "expected" earnings upon 
adjustment for the probability of a current 21-year-old 
actually being in the labor force in respective future years.  
The lower line shows how expected earnings levels shrink 
further to the expected present values of future earnings upon 
further adjustment for interest rate factors. 
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5 The Spring RCCD Research Notes list the mean age of an RCCD student as 27.2 years.  It is our understanding that this mean age reflects the large numbers of 
adults studying at RCCD to achieve "Personal Development" or the like.  It is our further understanding that among the 47.6% of RCCD students studying in 
order to attain a college degree, the age profile is much younger than that for the District as a whole.  Thus, we use an age of 21 years for RCCD graduates.  
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In adjusting future earnings levels to present values, we use a 2.36% annual interest rate, which is 
appropriate for inflation-adjusted values.  That is, the annual earnings levels shown in Chart 2 and "shrunk" 
in Chart 3 are given in 2004 dollars, and so they are real--or after-inflation--wages estimates.  Since we are 
dealing with inflation-adjusted earnings, it is appropriate to time-discount these using an inflation-adjusted 
interest rate.  The 2.36% value we use is that currently available on inflation-indexed, long-term U.S. 
Treasury Bonds (TIPS), and so it is an appropriate interest factor to apply to our prospective earnings data.  
 
Again, Charts 2 and 3 show annual earnings estimates for male college graduates.  Similar patterns hold for 
females and for other levels of education. Table 4 shows resulting estimates of work-life earnings levels for 
men and women at various levels of educational attainment when expected present values of future 
earnings are aggregated across work-life.  The first column there shows Day-Neuberger's actual results.  
The second column shows expected present values of lifetime earnings as per the adjustments summarized 
here.  Notice that despite the accretions summarized in Chart 2, our work-life earnings estimates are only 
about half as large as those of Day-Neuberger.  This "shrinkage" reflects the effects of workforce- 
participation and interest-rate factors on their results (as depicted in Chart 3).    
 
Now, so far, we have dealt only with wage earnings, such as were reported in Day-Neuberger.  The third 
column in Table 4 adjusts work-life earnings (wages) for the effects of employee benefits (pension 
contributions, health care coverage), which are assumed to accrue to workers at a rate of 25% of wages, as 
is common across the country.   
 
The last column in Table 4 shows the increments to lifetime contributed by each successive level of 
educational attainment.  The earnings increments for high school graduates are calculated as the differences 
between lifetime earnings for high school graduates and those for non-high-school graduates ("<H.S. 
Grad.")  For higher levels of education, the increments to earnings are calculated relative to earnings for 
high school graduates.  
 
Finally, students do not receive BA degrees 
from RCCD.  However, their studies there do 
contribute toward the BA earnings increment 
they will eventually receive at four-year 
institutions.  The RCCD contribution to a BA 
degree should be worth more than the 
increment earned for an AA alone.  At the 
same time, while RCCD studies account for 
about half an eventual BA's college time, the 
RCCD contribution will be worth something 
less than 50% of the value of a BA, since the 
lower-division credits earned at RCCD 
presumably make less of a contribution to a 
BA than the upper-division credits earned at a 
four-year school.  We take the RCCD 
contribution to a BA to be worth 40% of the 
earnings increment provided by a BA, as 
shown in the last lines of each segment of 
Table 4. 

TABLE 4. WORK-LIFE EARNINGS & EDUCATION 
Exp. Pres. Value, 

(mil.2004$) 
 
 

Education  
Level 

 
Work-life 
Earnings, 
as per [1] 

(mil.1999$) 

Work-life 
Earnings 

Work-life 
Earnings & 

Benefits 

 
Incre-
ment* 

Men (mil.$/lifetime) 
< H.S. Grad. $1.069 $0.708 $0.885  
H.S. Grad. $1.420 $0.961 $1.201 $0.316
Some College $1.741 $1.168 $1.460 $0.259
Associate Degree $1.793 $1.203 $1.503 $0.302
Bachelor Degree $2.468 $1.757 $2.196 $0.994

AA's Contribution Toward a BA (40% of BA total) $0.398
Women (mil.$/lifetime) 

< H.S. Grad. $0.722 $0.368 $0.460  
H.S. Grad. $0.968 $0.503 $0.629 $0.169
Some College $1.173 $0.607 $0.759 $0.130
Associate Degree $1.291 $0.664 $0.830 $0.202
Bachelor Degree $1.612 $0.959 $1.199 $0.570

AA's Contribution Toward a BA (40% of BA total) $0.228
*Increment for H.S. Grad. Is calculated over earnings for "< H.S." For other 

education levels, increment is calculated relative to "H.S. Grad." 

 
Once again, the earnings increments shown in Table 4 are measures of the expected present value today of 
the increment to future lifetime earnings achieved by a current RCCD student upon his or her completion of 
a given level of education.  As such, they measure the present economic, earnings value of educational 
attainment.  Of course, as acknowledged in Section I, a college education is also understood to offer 
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benefits in terms of improved citizenship by and an improved quality-of-life.  As we have no good metric 
for such benefits, we have had to exclude them from our analysis, which serves to understate the benefits 
reported in our study relative to the total that RCCD operations actually produce.   
 
Similarly, the reader will notice that the Day-Neuberger results report earnings only over ages 25-65.  
Presumably, the Census survey they drew from had too small a sample over ages 18-24 and 66-up to draw 
reliable results.  Yet, even college students can be expected to participate in the labor force over ages 22-
25, and there is substantial probability they will continue to work past age 65, so that further earnings 
increments from education can be expected over those ages.  On these grounds, too, our results can be said 
to understate the benefits of education by ignoring earnings outside ages 25-65. 
 

IV. Estimating The Specific Benefits Of RCCD Operations 
Value of Educational Benefits Bestowed in AY2003-04 
The results from Section III can be applied to the AY2003-04 census of RCCD students to calculate 
educational benefits actually provided then.  An initial complication is the fact that the Day-Neuberger 
effects and our modification of them report increments to earnings from completed levels of educational 
attainment, not from the individual years of study (freshman, sophomore, etc.).   
 
However, with some students at RCCD in AY2003-04 engaged in 1st-year studies, some engaged in 2nd-
year studies, and some involved in comparable levels of high-school equivalency studies, we can use the 
Section III findings to obtain a simplified approximation of the educational benefits specifically provided in 
AY 2003-04. 
   
The actual academic benefits produced by RCCD in 2003-04 are the sum of first-year credits awarded in 
2003-04 and second-year credits awarded in 2003-04.  Meanwhile, the degrees awarded in 2003-04 accrue 
from first-year credits awarded in previous years and from second-year credits awarded in 2003-04.  Since 
RCCD's student body has grown or held steady over time, we know that the value of first-year credits 
awarded in 2003-04 to future graduates is about the same as that of first-year credits awarded in previous 
years to 2003-04 graduates.  Therefore, the value of all college credits awarded in 2003-04 to current- and 
future-year graduates is approximately the same as the value of all college credits awarded in 2003-04 and 
earlier to 2003-04 graduates.  But this latter value is merely the economic value of the degrees awarded in 
2003-04 by RCCD, which we can evaluate via the Section III results.  This logic is recapped in stylized 
form in the text box below.   
 

VALUE OF COLLEGE CREDITS PROVIDED THIS YEAR 
VAL(1st-yr. creds.2003-04) ≈ VAL(1st-yr.creds.2002-03), 

SO  VAL(1st-yr.creds.2003-04) + VAL(2nd-yr.creds.2003-04)  ≈ VAL(1st-yr.creds.2002-03)+VAL(2nd yr.creds.2003-04) 
                                                                                                       ≡ VAL(AA’s awarded in 2003-04).  

Now, the logic in the box proceeds as if all RCCD graduates complete their work in two years.  However, 
the fact that some students take more than two years does not invalidate the result, it only makes the actual 
notation for the box above more complicated than we have actually shown it to be.  As long as all 
components of the RCCD student body are stable or growing over time, it must be the case that the 
increments to earnings achieved this year by all current- or future-year RCCD graduates will be greater than 
the economic value of AA degrees (and equivalents) actually awarded this year by RCCD. 
 
To apportion these estimates correctly, we need to estimate how many of the current-year, non-graduating, 
students can be expected to graduate at some time in the future.  RCCD Census and graduation results 
suggest that 21.8% of continuing, active students in 2003-04 actually graduated this year.6  We take this 
figure as an estimate of (eventual) graduation rates for all active students. 
 

                                                 
6 "Active" students are defined, for our purposes, as those students sustaining a load of 6 units or more per semester.  It is from this cohort that future RCCD 
graduates can be expected to be drawn.  These students comprise 66.6% of the RCCD student body. 
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From the RCCD census results reported in Table 3, 1,549 2003-04 graduates can be expected eventually to 
receive a BA or equivalent, and 1,947 2003-04 graduates can be expected to have finished their educational 
attainment with an AA or equivalent.  Out of 2,747 new students in 2003-04, 398 can be expected 
eventually to graduate from RCCD or higher.  (Of these, 1803 can be expected to have been active students 
in 2003-04, and 21.8% of those active students can be expected eventually to graduate.)  Also, of 
continuing or returning students in 2003-04 who did not graduate in that year, 2,925 can be expected 
eventually to graduate in some future year.  For all these students, the value of all credits earned by them in 
2003-04 can be underestimated by calculating the present value of 3,343 AAs for 2003-04 and RCCD's 
contribution to 1,549 eventual BAs.  These values are given in the first two lines in Table 5, using the 
respective increments reported in Table 4 and a 40%/60% split between men and women. 
 
The estimates derived so far cover only those 2003-04 students who either graduated this year or who can 
be expected to graduate at some time in the future.  That leaves another 2,349 new, active students who 
cannot be expected to finish their degree and 18,976 other students who also cannot be expected to 
graduate. 
 
To these cohorts, we would want to apply the education 
level of "Some College" and the associated earnings 
increment.  The question arises as to how to do this in a way 
that avoids double-counting or over-counting.  That is, the 
description "Some College" would seem to be applicable to 
anyone who has ever registered for a college course.  This is 
not an educational level for which a fixed or recognizable 
curriculum can be ascribed.  To keep our estimates 
conservative, we will apply this level figure to as narrow a 
cohort of students as is relevant.  That is, we will apply it only to new students who cannot be expected to 
graduate in the future.  After all, for continuing students who will not graduate, they already had attained 
the level of "Some College" in previous years, and so there is no discernible increment to that level in 
2003-04.   

TABLE 5. VALUE OF EDUCATION 
BENEFITS OF RCCD in 2003-04 (mil.$) 

 
Disposition 

 
# of 

Students

Economic 
Benefits 
Accrued 

Ultimately a B.A.   3,021  $458.978 
A.A. Only   3,798  $471.542 
Some College   2,349 $426.859 
Other Students 18,976  $133.508 

TOTAL 28,144 $1,490.886 

 
As seen in the 3rd line of Table 5, attributing the education level of "Some College" to those 2,349 new 
credit students who cannot be expected to graduate results in a benefit estimate of almost $400 million.  
While this benefit estimate is enormous, it is also the smallest such estimate that could be attached to this 
group, given that we have excluded such a large number of RCCD students from this cohort.  
 
For the 18,534 remaining students, the 2003-04 year provided no increment to educational levels nor any 
progress to that effect.  (Once again, these students already attained the educational level of "Some 
College" in prior years, and no higher educational level will be attained.)  The fact that these students 
continued their education indicates that they received SOME benefits from this education, and a lower-
bound estimate of these benefits can be obtained by estimating the cost of time, fees, and materiel that these 
students actually invested in furthering their education in 2003-04.  We estimate this amount at $131.1 
million.  (This amount is also included as a cost of education for these students, and so the reader should be 
aware that there is no increment to net benefits of RCCD operations from including these amounts.) 
 
As shown in Table 5, the sum total of educational benefits provided in 2003-04 is estimated to have been 
$1,491 million.  While this amount is prodigious, it too averages out to just about $53,00 per student.  
Again compared to the $50,000 in economic costs paid by private-college students (not to mention the 
presumably much larger economic benefits received by those students), these amounts look reasonable. 
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Notice also, again, that our calculation have excluded estimating any benefits from RCCD programs such 
as "Adult Education," "Continuing Education," and ESL programs.  Similarly, we did not provide benefit 
estimates for citizenship or "quality-of-life" benefits from education, and the earnings results we drew from 
excluded earnings gains for college graduates over ages <25 and >65.  We'll discuss these aspects of our 
findings more in Section VI, but for now, we would assert that as large as the estimated education benefits 
of RCCD are, we have taken steps at every juncture to keep these estimates conservative, even understated. 
 
Value of Cost Savings From Students Being Able to Study Locally 
As stated in Section II, another benefit provided by RCCD is that its presence in the Inland Empire 
community saves local students considerable amounts of time and expenses that would have had to be 
expended in commuting to the next closest higher-ed alternative, were RCCD not in existence.   
 
The 28,144 RCCD students in AY 2003-04 took an average course load of 8.0 units.  We assume that for 
each 4 units of course load, one round trip to campus is required, so that the average RCCD student can be 
expected to have made 2 round trips to RCCD campuses per week over the 32 weeks of 2003-04.  But for 
the existence of RCCD, those trips would have had to be made to community colleges in San Bernardino or 
even further away, necessitating a round-trip commute of one hour more than what these students currently 
expend in commuting to RCCD campuses.  Assuming a market value of time equal to the minimum wage 
in California, $8.50 per hour, leads to an estimate of $14.6 million worth of time NOT expended by RCCD 
full-load students in commuting.   
 
As for meals and parking fees for commuting students, these expenditures would have to be made whether 
they commuted to RCCD or elsewhere.  However, the availability of RCCD in the Valley does allow 
students to expend less on automobile fuel and wear-and-tear than would otherwise be the case.  Using the 
standard allowance of vehicle costs of $0.32 per mile for fuel, maintenance, depreciation, and insurance, 
we estimate that RCCD students saved $27.4 million in vehicle expenses by being able to attend RCCD 
rather than commuting to institutions to the north or west. 
 

V. The Economic Costs Of RCCD Operations 
RCCD Direct Expenditures   
The various costs of RCCD operations were listed in Section II above.  Most of these costs are included in 
RCCD's operating budgets.  However, it should be noted that from those budgets, we have excluded such 
"expenditure" items as "Debt Service," "Book Grants/Waivers," "Intrafund Transfers," and 
"Contingency/Reserves."  Such items do NOT cover costs of current operations, and so they are excluded 
from our cost accounting.  What are included are total payrolls, costs of utilities and other services, costs of 
books and other supplies, and the expenditures of ASRCC.   
 
Value of RCCD Services From RCCD Plant & Buildings 
As for "capital outlays," while these are substantial, production-oriented expenditures, they are investments 
made to produce a flow of outputs over time.  The "costs" in any one year of the usage of the capital stocks 
accreted by capital outlays is equal to the foregone earnings (opportunity costs) from using this capital at 
RCCD rather than in an alternative pursuit.   
 
That is, RCCD occupies a vast facility across three campuses, with diverse buildings and improvements.  
Were RCCD not in existence, those facilities could be utilized in alternative pursuits, which could be 
expected to result in a flow of capital income to the owners of the facilities or to the community.  By using 
these facilities for operations of RCCD, the owners/community forego these alternative income flows, and 
so they represent an opportunity cost of RCCD operations. 
 
Our very rough estimate is that the land and facilities encompassed by the three campuses of RCCD have a 
current market value of $400 million.  In the private sector, assets of that value should be accruing total,  
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gross returns of $40 million per year, and 
we have properly included that amount as 
an element of the true cost of RCCD 
operations. 
 
Costs Expended by Students 
In addition to the operating costs of the 
RCCD plant and staff, the other costs of 
RCCD operations include the value of time 
and cash expended by RCCD students in 
pursuing their studies.  This includes time 
spent on campus, commuting to campus, and studying at home for classes, as well as the cash costs of 
commuting, books, and materials.  Meals would have to be consumed anyway, and students' clothes and 
lodging would have to be purchased anyway if students were not in school, so these are not legitimate cost 
items for RCCD operations. 

TABLE 6. ECONOMIC COSTS OF RCCD IN 2003-04 (mil.$/yr.) 
Item Amount 

RCCD Payrolls and Benefits    $92.163 
Procurement and Contracts    $16.281 
Books and Materials      $3.706 

Total Cash Expenditures  $112.151 
Foregone Revenue from Use of RCCD Facilities    $40.000 
Time Investment By Full-Time Students   $100.672 
Time Investment By Other Active Students    $60.025 
Time Investment By "Inactive" Students     $51.463 
Students Materiel Expenses     $21.235 

Total Economic Costs $385.546 

 
For each unit of courseload, we estimates RCCD students' class time at 1.1 hours per week, with an 
additional 2 hours per week spent in study and study groups.  As for commute time, as in Section IV, we 
assume one trip to class per week for each 4 units of courseload, though in this case, the commute to school 
is assumed to be a 1-hour roundtrip rather than 2 hours.     
 
Using these parameters, our estimates are that full-time students invested $100.7 million of their time in 
their studies in 2003-04, that other active students expended $60.0 million worth of their time, and that 
"Inactive" students expended $51,5 million worth of their time in pursuing their studies.   
 
Finally, there is the item of materiel expenditures by RCCD students on textbooks, commuting, and school 
materials.  We assume the average commute to RCCD is 10 miles in each direction, which results in an 
estimate of $11.9 million per year in actual car expenses by all RCCD students. 
 
Finally, we allow for an expenditure on textbooks and materials of $40 per unit of courseload, which 
amounts to total materiel expenditures by students of $9.3 million.  All told, the costs of time and money 
expended by RCCD students on their studies is found to be on the order of $233.4 million per year. 
 
Upon adding RCCD direct expenditures, the opportunity costs of the RCCD plant, costs of time expended 
by RCCD students in their studies, and textbook/material expenditures by them, we estimate the total 
economic cost to the community of RCCD operations to have been $385.5 million in 2003-04, as detailed 
in Table 6.  Notice that this amount is more than three times as large as the direct cash expenditures listed 
on RCCD financial statements.  On this count, our cost accounting certainly looks comprehensive. 
 
Note that we have not included the fees and tuition paid by students as an item of either economic costs or 
benefits.  These fees are certainly a cost to the students paying them.  However, those expenditures--and the 
revenues RCCD receives from the state--are paid toward the operating expenses in RCCD's cash budget.  
As those latter expenses have already been included in our accounting, it would be double-counting to also 
include the fees and tuition paid toward these expenses by RCCD students.  
 
Again, the costs of RCCD are all the value of all resources expended in providing its services to the 
community.  Various cash flows (in various directions) that cover some of these expenditures are essential 
for the financial integrity of RCCD, but they are only incidental to the cost accounting of the District. 
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Benefits and Costs of Individual Campuses 
As of the time this report was drafted, no information was available as to the breakdown of RCCD 
operating expenses across the three RCCD campuses.  Also, the only available information on education 
outputs across the three campuses is information on enrollments and course loads across campuses. 
 
We will use that information to estimate a breakdown of benefits and costs across the Riverside, Moreno 
Valley, and Norco campuses.  When and if more detailed information of campus operations becomes 
available, we would be able to provide a more detailed and measured breakdown of benefits and costs 
across campuses. 
 
The table at right uses Spring 2004 enrollments 
and mean units to determine how total units 
earned in Spring 2004 across RCCD accrued 
within the three campuses.  Based on these 
totals, we conclude that 54.5% of RCCD 
"outputs" occurred at the Riverside campus, 
20.7% at the Moreno Valley campus, and 24.8% at the Norco camps.  These proportions were then applied 
to the RCCD aggregates for 2003-04 benefits and costs to estimate pro rate benefits and cost on the three 
campuses, as reported on Page 1. 

TABLE 7. BREAKDOWN OF UNIT WORK ACROSS CAMPUSES
Students Mean 

Units 
Total 
Units 

Pctgs. 

Riverside 17,987 8.2 147,493 54.5% 
Moreno Valley  6,503 8.6  55,926 20.7% 
Norco  7,994 8.4  67,150 24.8% 

Total Units 270,569 

 
VI. Why We Don't Tally Job Creation Or Mutliplier Effects 

As suggested earlier, our economic impact analysis of RCCD is quite different from other such studies in 
that we don't tally any benefits from jobs "created" by RCCD or from "multiplier effects" from downstream 
job servicing RCCD staff and students.  Our objection to such treatments is twofold.  First, the economic 
theory behind such notions of job creation is dubious, if not outright wrong.  Second, the labor inputs used 
in operating RCCD (or any other institution) should more properly be considered a cost of the operation of 
RCCD, not a benefit of it. 
 
Consider some analogous situations.  Remember we stated in Section II that but for "external" items, the 
benefit/cost analysis for a public institution is comparable to that for a private company.  The labor hired by 
a company and the materials it purchases are properly considered as part of its costs.  Why should it be any 
different for a public institution?    
 
If the institution were not in existence, the labor it employs and the facilities it utilizes would be available 
for use elsewhere, and in a functioning economy, those resources would indeed be utilized elsewhere.  In 
this case, jobs are not created at a public institution, such as a community college, they are merely allocated 
to be used at the college.  The wages paid to those workers reflect the costs to the community of so 
allocating resources to the institution.  They are not a benefit of the institution.   
 
Granted, a community college is a worthy enterprise, as are other public institutions.  However, the worth 
of such institutions should be verified by a sober-minded assessment of legitimate benefits relative to 
legitimate costs.  Confusing some costs for benefits (i.e., listing jobs "created" as a benefit rather than as a 
cost) cannot deliver accurate assessments.  
 
This conclusion holds for the direct expenditures (and jobs) absorbed by a public institution.  It holds 
doubly for the indirect spending (and jobs) supposedly "created" to service the institution.  These are the 
expenses and labor inputs necessary to service the workers directly employed by the institution.  Again, if 
the public institution were not in existence, the institution's workers would find employment elsewhere, and 
the workers and establishments servicing them would still be doing so.  
 



P. 12, M. Bazdarich, "The Economic Impact Of Riverside Community College District," 9/2/04 
Again, the studies that list job creation and multiplier effects as supposed benefits of an institution 
completely ignore the alternate uses of the resources utilized in those institutions.  In so doing, they end up 
confusing benefits and costs.  Our study does neither of these.  If one wants to list the manpower and 
procurements utilized by an institution as part its economic "impact," that is fine, so long as it is clear that 
the impact of these items is on the cost side.  This is how we have proceeded in the present report. 
 

VII. Conclusions 
As large as our estimates of the economic costs of RCCD's operations were found to be, we have found the 
benefits accruing from those operations to be greater by a factor of four.  Certainly, RCCD looks to be a 
beneficial investment/operation for the community. 
 
Now, in stating the costs of RCCD operations to be large, we do not mean to imply that RCCD is 
expensive.  Nearly 60% of the economic costs of RCCD operations accrue from the value of time that 
RCCD students willingly spend furthering their education.  Meanwhile, those time expenditures, as well as 
the monetary expenditures, are used to accrue an enormous volume of economic benefits. 
 
Our point in delineating the total costs is first to verify that benefits do indeed match or exceed costs and 
second to point out that in order to generate substantial benefits, substantial costs must also be expended.  
The successful operation of RCCD requires substantial monetary expenditures by RCCD and enormous 
expenditures of time by RCCD students.  That these expenditures reap an even greater reward is a 
testament to the value of a college education in modern American Society, as is the willingness of RCCD 
students and staff to commit their time and energy to these endeavors. 
 
Now, inevitably, in arriving at these estimates, we have had to make a number of estimates for real-world 
parameters for which we do not have exact data or for which there are a range of acceptable estimates.  It is 
reasonable to ask how sensitive our findings are to these assumptions.  We will work through some of these 
issues here. 
 
In estimating the present value of lifetime earnings increments provided by different levels of educational 
attainment, we discounted future (inflation-adjusted) earnings by a "real" interest rate of 2.36% per year, 
the rate currently available in financial markets on long-term, Inflation-Indexed Treasury bonds.  That 
return corresponds to a yield of about 5% on non-inflation-indexed-indexed Treasury bonds.   
 
As discussed at the outset, a struggling college student is typically not able to borrow at this rate.  However, 
this is the rate relevant for society as a whole, and so it should be used in evaluating the benefits to society 
from education.  In any case, it is a straightforward matter to determine the sensitivity of our estimates to 
different interest rate assumptions.  Using a higher interest rate would lower the present value of earnings 
for all education levels, but would presumably make more of a reduction for higher earnings levels.   
 
Thus, raising the interest rate used from 2.36% to 4% lowers the incremental value of a Bachelor's Degree 
from $994,368 to $702,373, with other increments also declining.  All in all, the total educational benefits 
provided by RCCD decline from $1.533 billion to $1.146 billion when the interest rate is increased to 4%.  
However, these effects are not linear.  That is, successive increases in the assumed interest rate have 
smaller net effects on total benefits.  Thus, even with a real yield at 10% (equivalent to a nominal rate of 
12% and thus far above current junk bond rates) total benefits of RCCD are still estimated to be about 
$0.538 billion, nearly double total operating costs. 
 
Meanwhile, we stated in Section III that the earnings by age data reported in Day-Neuberger were adjusted 
here for an expected 1% per increase in workers' productivity/living-standards and thus in real future 
earnings associated with any particular age.  Removing this assumption, that is allowing for no change over 
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time in real earnings by age, results in a reduction of only $264 million in the total value of educational 
benefits provided by RCCD.  This is not a critical or consequential assumption behind our analysis.  
 
In estimating incremental earnings power accruing from educational attainment, we augmented the 
expected present values of future earnings with a 25% allowance for benefits accruing to each earnings 
level.  Removing this allowance for benefits reduces our estimate of total benefits from RCCD's education 
provisions by $272 million, a significant amount, but not nearly enough to remove the estimated 
differential of benefits over costs. 
 
Now, in assessing the present, accrued value of a future B.A. to a present 2003-04 RCCD graduate, we 
estimated that 40% of the value of a B.A. had already accrued to those graduates.  Again, this is a 
reasonable, conservative assumption given that a transferring student's community college time has 
provided him with about 50% of the credits required for a B.A.  Nevertheless, we can estimate the 
sensitivity of our results with respect to changes in this 40% assumption.  Notice that different values for 
this assumption will change only the estimated benefits for future B.A. recipients.   
 
Thus, a reduction in this assumption from 40% to 30% reduces total benefits from RCCD by "only" $115 
million.  Meanwhile, the incremental value for an A.A. degree (again, over a H.S. diploma) is 30% of the 
incremental value of a B.A. (also over a H.S. diploma) for males and 35% for females, so there is no point 
in lowering this assumed proportion any further below this range. 
 
Lastly, consider the effects of changes in the money cost (value) of time ascribed to students.  For non-
matriculating students, again, the educational benefits to them were assumed to be exactly equal to the 
costs of their time.  Therefore, assuming a higher cost of time for such students would change benefit and 
time-cost estimates equally, resulting in a net change only to the extent that the time-savings (benefits) 
from the shorter commute afforded by RCCD become larger.  In other words, for these students, assuming 
a higher cost of time actually results in a larger excess of benefits over costs for RCCD operations.   
For matriculating students, raising their assumed cost/value of time would raise the costs of their time spent 
in studies, class, and commuting, with only a slight offset from greater commute-time savings.  The 
earnings levels reported in Day-Neuberger for young adults indicate that the minimum wage is about the 
correct earnings assumption.  Still, for the record, raising the cost of time for RCCD students from $8.50 
per hour to $10.50 per hour raises the economic benefits of RCCD by $34 million while raising the 
economic costs by $50 million, thus lowering the net benefits of RCCD operation by only $16 million.  
Clearly, it would take huge--and thus unrealistic--increases in assumed costs/values of time for 
matriculating RCCD students even to significantly reduce the net economic benefits we have estimated 
from the existence of RCCD. 
 
In summary, we have found our results to be hardly sensitive at all to changes in the various assumptions 
we have made in tabulating our results.  We're left with the conclusion that these findings are quite 
insensitive to the assumed levels of these parameters.  Rather, our findings would appear to result from the 
vales postulated and used for the incremental values of various levels of educational attainment.  However, 
again, these results were drawn directly from federal government analyses of extensive earnings surveys 
conducted by the Census Department.  Our results are, indeed dependent on the accuracy of these 
government findings, but it is only reasonable to take these government findings as accurate. 
 
In closing, our analysis has found the educational benefits accruing from RCCD operations to be greatly in 
excess of the costs incurred in sustaining those operations.  In fact, the excess of benefits over costs is 
nothing short of staggering to this analyst.  Yet, as discussed just above, these findings prevail virtually 
unaffected across the whole reasonable range of values for relevant parameters beneath our estimates.  The 
critical elements, again, of our calculations are the lifetime increments to earnings provided by successive 
levels of educational attainment, and these estimated increments were taken directly from federal 
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government studies (and then subject to various adjustments which reduced their value well below those 
reported in [1]).  Meanwhile, as we noted in Section II, at virtually every step of the way, any simplifying 
assumptions we have made have been in the direction of understating benefits and overstating costs.   
 
Under commonly accepted, authoritative estimates of the economic value of a college education, we find 
the operations of the Riverside Community College District to provide economic benefits to the Inland 
Empire community which sharply exceed the economic costs incurred by the community in producing 
those benefits.  RCCD would appear to be an extremely beneficial investment for the Inland community. 
 
At the same time, the cash expenses incurred by RCCD in providing these benefits exceed that portion of 
the benefits of RCCD actually captured via college revenues.  In other words, to insure the continued, 
efficient operation of the RCCD, either contributions from the community at large, an increase in fees paid 
by students, or else an increase in direct aid from the state government would appear to be called for. 
 
Our findings indicate that such increased support of RCCD would be an extremely beneficial investment.  
Yet, given state budget problems, increased support from Sacramento is not politically feasible.  Similarly, 
increased fee support from the student body might not be advisable, given the sizable contribution in time 
that students already expend toward their education.  An increase in community support would be 
extremely worthwhile and certainly welcome. 
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Introduction 
 
 
I was hired by Riverside Community College District to review at a macro level 
the current operations, procedures, planning activities and college community 
opinions in light of plans for accrediting the three campuses of the district as 
independent colleges.  I was asked to suggest changes needed not only for the 
new district structure, but also for better operation of the current structure in 
advance of the split.  
 
There is much about which the district’s leadership can be proud. I was inspired 
by the obvious dedication of nearly all faculty, staff and administrators that I 
interviewed, many of whom are, in these tight budget times, working under 
tremendous pressure in antiquated and/or crowded facilities without adequate 
staff support or equipment. 
 
The district’s strategic planning effort is well under way and is transitioning from 
reliance on an outside consultant to internally managed planning. 
  
Student government is the college entity most advanced in preparing for three 
independent colleges, with the Academic Senate not far behind. The 
administrative structural changes necessary are more complicated and will, in 
many ways, have to be evolutionary with some changes begun immediately, 
others coming as the split occurs and still others as the two newest campuses 
approach the size of the Riverside campus.  
 
Many in the college community have been seriously thinking for years about the 
transition to three accredited colleges, but there is significant disagreement about 
what the new structure should be.  
 
Most in the college community think in terms of adding people and functions to 
the campuses rather than in terms of moving people from district offices to 
campus offices. In my opinion it would be far too expensive, even in the best of 
times, to simply add employees to the colleges without devolving from 
headquarters some services and the employees who provide them. Even so, as 
the colleges grow, new administrative employees will be needed. The top 
administrative ranks now are thin, especially at the newer campuses. 
 
Most of these recommendations were presented to you orally over the last few 
months, as well as a few others, and you already have started acting on some. 
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The names in this report of proposed new groups, offices and jobs in almost all 
cases are descriptive, rather than prescriptive.  
 
Since the people directly affected by the upcoming changes should have a large 
role in shaping the future structure as well as in developing the supporting 
policies and procedures, I have not attempted here to assign every necessary job 
to a place on the future organization chart or to write those future policies and 
procedures. 
 
My recommendations are numbered to facilitate discussion of them, but they are 
not in precise priority order. 
 
In respect for your time, I have tried to be very concise in this report, but I have a 
great deal of additional information that I can share as desired. 
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Methodology 
 
 

I interviewed, mostly in person, 91 people – the majority of them administrators 
and staff, which are the groups that will be primarily affected by restructuring, but 
also 18 faculty members as well as a few students, leaders at other colleges, 
district consultants, Board of Trustees members and a few community leaders 
who deal with the college. I spoke to leaders of district employee unions and to a 
cross section of employees at the Riverside, Norco and Moreno Valley campuses 
as well as to people at the Ben Clark Training Center and the System offices in 
downtown Riverside. The interviews lasted from less than 20 minutes to more 
than three hours, with most in the hour-and-a-half range. I talked to several 
people more than once. I asked these core questions: 

What needs changing when the colleges are independent? 
What needs changing now? 
How should the district be organized when the colleges are independent? 
What functions belong at the district level and which at the individual 
college level? 

 
I attended numerous campus meetings, including most Cabinet and Vice 
President/Provost meetings during the study period, two faculty-administration 
retreats, three Board of Trustees meetings, two Riverside Site Committee (now 
Strategic Planning Committee) meetings, one Moreno Valley Site Committee 
meeting, one Moreno Valley Community Partners meeting, one Budget Bunch 
meeting, one Student Services leadership meeting, a Chairs retreat, a Core 
Operations Task Force meeting, three meetings of the President’s Advisory 
Committee on Remedial Education and several Strategic Planning Executive 
Committee meetings. 
 
Also, I reviewed numerous district documents, including budgets, accreditation 
reports, organization charts, planning documents, policies, union contracts and 
various units’ reorganization proposals as well as documents from other districts.   
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Guiding principles 
 

 
1. The three colleges should be as independent as possible consistent with 

the benefits of one district, which are primarily fiscal efficiency and 
portability of credits among the colleges. 

 
2.  The top official at each college should have the authority and resources to 

manage his/her campus to best serve the special needs of its community. 
 
3.  The district office staff should be as lean as possible and oriented to 

serving, rather than directing, the individual colleges. 
 
4.  Reporting relationships should be clear with dual reporting minimal. 
 
5.  Collaboration among and within the colleges should be encouraged. 
 
6.  District functions need to be, beginning immediately, teased apart from 

Riverside campus functions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 6



 
 
 

Recommendations 
 

 
1. Hire a president for the Riverside campus 
 
No top executive now is focused solely on the Riverside campus and it shows on 
issues ranging from maintaining campus facilities to building a sense of pride in 
that campus. The lack of such a campus leader not only overloads the current 
district president and vice president for academic affairs, but it also contributes to 
the blurring of campus and district functions. While some administrators already 
within the district might be capable of filling this role, there is no one the college 
community believes is entitled to the job. A quality search firm should be hired to 
conduct a national search for the best candidates for this position, whether 
internal or external. The search committee should include not only a Board of 
Trustees member, but also at least a couple members from community 
institutions that partner with the college, such as the Riverside Unified School 
District, the University of California, Riverside, and the Greater Riverside 
Chambers of Commerce. The full board and the district’s top executive should 
interview the top candidates and together select the president to be appointed by 
the chief executive.  
 
 
2. Improve board communications 
  
Staff reports and oral presentations to the Board of Trustees need to be reviewed 
for quality before they are released to trustees. A formal process needs to be 
developed to follow up on board requests. I suggest you appoint someone, 
probably your executive assistant, to be responsible for these tasks. Major policy 
issues also should be reviewed by your top leadership group before presentation 
to the board. 
 
In addition, I recommend that more time be allowed for board committee 
meetings and that a consent calendar be developed to more efficiently handle 
routine items before the board. A review also should be undertaken of the level of 
detail that goes to the board. 
 
 
3. Enhance district communications 
 
Good communication intra- and inter-campus is going to be increasingly 
important as the district continues to grow and the three campuses become 
independent colleges. Change is always difficult for people and on top of the 
changes already brought by the district’s recent growth there is going to be even 
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more profound change as the colleges become independent. These changes will 
be felt not only at the newer campuses, but also at the original Riverside campus 
where its faculty and staff will increasingly lose their current overwhelmingly 
dominant positions within the district. 
 
An internal communications plan needs to be developed with an emphasis on 
regular, open communication with the faculty and staff throughout the district. 
The plan should include more ways to celebrate the achievements of individuals 
and groups within the campus communities.  
 
Each of the three colleges will need its own marketing plan developed with 
significant input from the individual college Strategic Planning Committee and 
coordinated by the district marketing office. 
  
The community partners groups in Moreno Valley and the Norco-Corona area 
have led to appreciation of the campuses by the leadership in those cities, but 
the RCC City Task force in Riverside is not as broadly representative, seeming to 
focus on downtown. And none of the existing groups is involved in the district’s or 
the colleges’ strategic planning. You need to connect your internal planning with 
that of the communities surrounding each college by sharing your dreams with 
the leadership of those communities and by publicly seeking input. 
 
 
4. Rename the campuses 
 
Each campus community should be consulted on this issue, but I’d think 
Riverside City College, Moreno Valley College and Corona-Norco College would 
be good names for the three accredited colleges.  
 
The college most difficult to name is the one located in the City of Norco because 
Corona supplies by far the greater number of students and property tax revenue 
to the college and there is tension between the two cities. The best name would 
be a city-neutral one identified with the whole area, but the most obvious, Orange 
and Citrus, are taken. Other possibilities are Western Riverside County College 
(or simply Western County College) and Temescal College. I lean toward 
Corona-Norco College because it puts the name of the largest city in this 
campus’s service area in the college name and places it first, paralleling the 
name of the local unified school district. Whatever name picked for this college 
will be controversial at first. You might want to put two or three name choices on 
the ballot in the area as the city of Temecula did when it incorporated.  
 
Every effort should be made to avoid referring, even informally, to the Riverside 
campus as the “city” campus because the district serves five cities as well as 
unincorporated areas. 
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The district’s name should not disappear from most signs, marketing materials, 
letterheads etc. for each campus, but it should be very much subordinate to the 
individual college names.  
 
 
5. Re-title the top leaders 
 
To signal the new structure, the current president should take the title chancellor 
and his key administrative lieutenants, should be vice chancellors. The leaders of 
the three colleges should be called presidents and their key lieutenants should 
be vice presidents. Since provost is not a title understood in the general 
community, this change would have the effect of elevating public perception of 
the Moreno Valley and Norco campus leaders.  
 
Although the role of the chancellor will be essentially the same as the current 
president’s, the role of the leaders of the Moreno Valley and Norco campuses will 
change dramatically as the campuses become independently accredited colleges 
and grow. While their community relations and program development skills were 
perhaps the major concern when they were hired, administrative and leadership 
skills will be more and more important in the future. I, therefore, suggest you 
open these jobs up before re-titling them. For the same reason of significantly 
changed job responsibilities, you also may want to do the same eventually with 
several other key jobs, such as the campus academic affairs and student 
services top jobs. 
 
As soon as a Riverside campus president is hired, the district president’s title will 
need to change to chancellor, but the leadership titles and positions at the other 
campuses don’t need to change until new job responsibilities are determined. 
 
 
6. Move the district offices 
 
Separate accreditation will require that the district offices not be on any one 
campus, but the current president’s office should be moved off the Riverside 
campus as soon as possible, well before the next accreditation. Not only would 
this signal the new structure and aid in separating the Riverside campus and the 
district functions, it also would have the effect of freeing up Riverside campus 
space needed for classrooms and faculty offices. 
 
It will be important both in the general and college communities that these new 
district offices, especially initially, be perceived as modest. 
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7. Assure Norco-Corona and Moreno Valley Board of Trustees members 
 
Given Riverside’s major advantage in registered voters, even good candidates 
from other areas have little chance of gaining a seat on the board. While current 
trustees have been generous in their support of the new campuses, it will be 
increasingly difficult for citizens outside the Riverside area to believe their 
colleges are well served if they see no one from their communities on the board.  
There are several ways to accomplish representation from these areas, all 
involving creation of trustee districts: 

A. Create five trustee districts, making sure that one is centered on 
Moreno Valley and another on the Corona-Norco area. Since all five 
districts legally will need to be roughly equal in population, these two 
will necessarily have significant numbers of Riverside voters. 

B. Create seven trustee districts, again making sure one is centered on 
Moreno Valley and another on Norco-Corona. This would have the 
advantage of including fewer Riverside voters in the districts centered 
on the newer campuses. 

C. A variation of these two plans is to create trustee districts from each of 
which two candidates are nominated with the whole college district 
making the final selections in a second election. The biggest 
advantage of this system is that it encourages a trustee to both pay 
attention to his/her area’s college as well as to the whole college 
district’s interests and to those of all the colleges. One disadvantage of 
this system is that the whole district’s voters, with Riverside voters 
predominant, might not select the candidate clearly favored by trustee 
district voters. Another major disadvantage is that a second election 
would mean extra expense. 

D. Another variation is to center a trustee district on each of the three 
population clusters with only trustee district voters selecting these 
three trustees, then to have the rest of the board made up of at-large 
trustees elected by voters throughout the community college district. 

E. A phased way to accomplish non-Riverside representation without 
adding board seats or stranding a current trustee would be to have one 
of the unrepresented areas pick up a trustee in 2006 and another in 
2008. Lawyers would need to be consulted on the legality of this 
temporarily hybrid system. 

F. While you are considering trustee elections, it also would be a good 
idea to consider whether there should be runoffs between the top two 
vote getters if no candidate for a seat wins a majority. In an election 
with a large field of candidates, this would prevent a candidate 
opposed by a strong majority of voters from wining election, but it 
would be an added expense. 

 
A decision on how to assure non-Riverside representation on the board should 
be made within the next year, well before the 2006 elections and before 
dissatisfaction with the current all-Riverside board surfaces to feed secession 
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movements and weaken community support for the college district in Moreno 
Valley and the Norco-Corona areas.  
 
 
8. Retain only central functions at the district level  
 
Finance, human resources, diversity, information services, police, academic and 
facilities planning, research and assessment, public affairs, marketing, 
government relations, economic development and the foundation are clearly 
district functions for the foreseeable future. 
 
Some in the college community believe that library services should also be a 
district function, but if the separate colleges are to thrive, they must eventually 
have their own libraries and librarians who are integral parts of their colleges. 
Libraries are not a district function at many other multi-campus community 
colleges and should not be in the long run in the Riverside Community College 
District. Nevertheless, some activities, such as acquisitions, should always be 
coordinated among the libraries for efficiency’s sake. While the current librarian is 
a consummate professional whose great vision created the new state-of-the-art 
digital library in Riverside, each college should have its own librarian who is 
responsible for the campus library’s budget, has a role in hiring his/her own 
adjuncts and is a part of and responsible to his/her campus community. 
 
Student services are delivered and academic affairs are conducted at the 
campuses so should be centered at the individual colleges. 
 
 
9. Move responsibility to campus leaders 
 
The campuses need to make more and more of their own decisions, including 
budget choices, starting with the 2004-2005 fiscal year. During that fiscal year 
allocation formulas should be worked out so that by the 2005-2006 fiscal year 
each campus manages its own budget. Each campus will need to add during the 
next year an administrative employee reporting to the campus leader to work with 
the district finance office on budget matters. 
 
The college leaders should control all space on their campuses, including their 
library buildings. 
 
The campus leaders should control maintenance priorities on their campuses. 
 
Each college, once independent, should be able to handle its own affairs as it 
sees fit, unless there is a specific district policy to the contrary. District policies 
reflecting the new order will need to be developed with the help of both district 
and college leaders.  
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10. Create an internal audit office  
 
The operations of the district have become so large and far-flung that a check is 
needed on how things are actually working on the ground. The function of an 
internal audit office is that of an inspector general or the state auditor general 
doing performance audits rather than simply financial ones. The contract 
compliance function would fit very well within this office. 
 
The office would review each year several high risk core functions, such as 
cashiering and purchasing, as well as undertake special policy compliance and 
investigative audits. 
 
The internal auditor should report to the chancellor of the district, but his/her 
annual work plan should be approved not only by an audit committee composed 
of top leaders of the district and the three colleges as well as the chancellor, but 
also by the Board of Trustees. The office’s guiding policies should be approved 
by both the audit committee and the board. 
 
Reports of compliance and operational audits should include a management 
response and be shared with the full audit committee and the board. 
Investigations need to be more confidential, but lessons learned should be 
shared. Anyone within the college community should be free to suggest topics for 
inquiry with the understanding that not all can be undertaken.  
 
While this office could be started with one professional, it would be much better if 
it started with at least two, though one could be just out of school. Not all 
professionals in the office need be certified public accountants. Accounting 
student interns both from RCC and from nearby four-year and graduate schools 
could extend the work of the office. 
 
 
11. Employ project-team problem solving 
 
Core Operations Task Force-style, problem-solving groups involving middle 
management should become a way of life in the district. Each one would be 
created by your key executive group to suggest solutions to a specific problem 
described in writing with a deadline for reporting. One of your key executives 
would be assigned to be liaison to the team, meeting with the members at their 
first meeting to give the charge, then leaving the group to work by itself with a 
leader appointed by your full top executive group. This liaison would be available 
to advise the team leader as needed. The team could modify its mission if it 
discovers the wrong question was asked, but only with advance approval of the 
key executive group. On a large problem, the team might be asked to give a 
progress report before submitting a final report. The team would provide a written 
report to the top executive group in advance of an appearance before that group 
by at least its leader. After that appearance, the key executives would discuss 
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the issue in private and in a written response to the team accept the 
recommendations, reject them or ask for more information. If no more information 
is needed, that team would then be dissolved. This formal process prevents 
employee recommendations from dropping into a black hole. 
 
 
12. Appoint a transition team  
 
Appoint, with the help of your top leaders, a transition team of second-level 
administrators to methodically tackle the details of the transition according to a 
prioritized plan approved by you and your top executives. The team would focus 
on what district functions can be devolved to the individual colleges, such as 
matriculation, financial aid etc. The members of this team could operate like a 
super project team with many subgroups working on various aspects of the 
transition at the same time  
 
 
13. Expand diversity efforts 
 
While the district’s minority, especially Hispanic, student population has 
burgeoned recently, the percentage of minorities on its faculty and in top 
administrative jobs has not. I realize that there is a shortage of minorities with the 
higher degrees required of these jobs, but the district needs to make more effort 
to look where they are by hiring for the top jobs head hunters sensitive to your 
need, and by making special efforts to spread the word about faculty openings 
among likely minority prospects. You need to look at whether the district has 
unnecessary minimum job requirements that are keeping minorities out of 
qualified candidate pools and at whether hiring committees are properly 
sensitized to diversity issues. 
 
The district needs diversity-trained people on the newer campuses, especially to 
serve on hiring committees. While you could hire two new diversity coordinators 
or one whose time is split between the smaller campuses, this seems an 
expensive solution not justified until those campuses grow larger. A cheaper and 
potentially more potent solution would be to have the current district diversity 
coordinator train not only campus-based administrative staff on receiving 
complaints, but also a cadre of interested faculty as part-time diversity specialists 
to serve on hiring committees. This would obviate the need for the human 
resources director, whose responsibility does not focus on diversity issues, to 
serve on so many such committees and would sensitize a much greater number 
of people on each campus to those issues. 
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14. Reduce the president’s direct reports 
 
Too many people report directly to the president for him to focus on what he does 
best and for these people to be properly supervised. The district probably should 
eventually have a vice chancellor for administration who is a strong manager to 
oversee non-academic, non-financial functions. However, given the current 
budget situation, I recommend creating this new high-level district position at a 
later time.  For now, the vice president for finance could handle facilities and the 
executive assistant could handle human resources. 
 
 
15. Change consultative groups 
 
I suggest that the vice presidents and provosts meeting group be turned into an 
executive committee that collegially works with the president on major issues. It 
normally would be called the president’s cabinet so if this name is used, it would 
be necessary to change the name of the president’s other advisory group. (See 
next paragraph.) This new cabinet should be a group in which confidentially is 
assured so no substitutes should attend. Although other individuals undoubtedly 
would be brought into the meetings from time to time to provide information, they 
should leave afterward so the cabinet can privately discuss sensitive matters and 
come to conclusions. Operating this way, there would be no need for Budget 
Bunch.   
 
I recommend that the group now called the Cabinet be expanded into a 
leadership council that includes representatives of all elements of the 
management team and involves more people than the current Cabinet does. This 
new group could include the academic senate chairs from each campus, plus the 
district-wide chair. This group’s main purpose would be informational. Its advice 
should be solicited and it should be provided important information before 
general announcements. It should not need to meet bi-monthly, but perhaps only 
monthly or even quarterly. Beyond its regular scheduled meeting, its members 
could also receive special e-mail notices and be convened in special 
circumstances.  
 
 
16. Create coordinating councils 
 
Currently there are numerous dual reporting relationships on district organization 
charts to indicate necessary cooperation among administrative units. For 
example, the site managers on the Norco and Moreno Valley campuses report 
both to their campus provost and to the director of operations and maintenance 
of facilities on the Riverside campus, who reports to the district’s director of 
facilities. The site managers consider the Riverside manager their boss and he 
says they work for him, even though they technically report to their campus 
provost on day-to-day matters. In addition, the deans of instruction and student 
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services report both to their campus provost and to the vice presidents of 
academic affairs and student services respectively. These dual reporting 
relationships generally work because of the professionalism of the people 
involved, but they are not good management practice. 
 
Coordinating councils with membership from all three campuses could be 
created in such areas as academic affairs, facilities, student services, libraries, 
information services and public relations to provide the necessary collaboration 
without confusing the direct reporting relationship to each college’s president.   
 
 
17. Do not hire a president for Ben Clark Training Center 
 
Given the center’s history, it is understandable why it was pulled out as its own 
entity with plans for growth into its own campus. However, after considering 
structures for the new independent colleges and the center’s current scope, non-
college faculty and governance, I believe it is very premature to treat the center 
as a separate campus.  At this time, its leader should be called a director and/or 
dean reporting to the nearby Moreno Valley campus leader who supervises other 
public service programs, such as one training emergency medical technicians 
who work closely with firefighters trained at the center. 
 
 
18. Establish the one-college one-vote rule 
 
Because of the Riverside campus’ current large size in comparison to the newer 
campuses, the latter will have a hard time coming into their own if decisions are 
made by district-wide majority rule. Therefore, coordinating councils for student 
services, for example, should require at least two of the colleges to agree with 
any district policy decision.  
  
 
19. Beware of district-wide entities 
 
While it will take awhile to accomplish, departments should be based at individual 
colleges. As growth occurs and faculty can be added, faculty now in district 
departments such as Early Childhood Education should become part of campus 
ones. 
 
Just as the Ben Clark Training Center should be part of the new Moreno Valley 
College, the new Alvord Education Center should  be part of Riverside City 
College and new schools, centers and institutes should be established not as 
district entities, but as college ones. 
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20. Create more departments on the newer campuses 
  
The Moreno Valley and Norco campuses now have only three departments, 
which means that each chair with the help of assistant chairs must try to 
coordinate very disparate disciplines. They seem overwhelmed with work without 
adequate staff support. Both colleges could probably justify five departments 
now, but you could start with adding a fourth as soon as possible. At some point 
in the future, the district may want to revisit the idea of having administrative 
deans over large subject areas such as the humanities and the sciences as a 
way to relieve department chairs of so many administrative responsibilities. 
 
 
21. Review delivery of counseling 
 
The ratio of counselors to students is falling, leaving counselors feeling 
overworked, students sometimes having difficulty getting required counseling 
appointments and the district paying overtime. Yet, the counselors’ contract has 
them inappropriately working the same schedule as faculty even though they are 
most needed by students in advance of the academic terms. The biggest part of 
the solution is to seek a contract adjustment to the work schedule of counselors. 
Another help would be to offer orientations on the web. 
 
Some in the college community think the solution is to move most counseling to 
the district’s faculty, as is the practice in universities. This would require a 
contract adjustment for faculty and, therefore, would not save any money.  While 
it might work in some occupational fields in which the students’ college education 
concludes with a certificate from RCC, it would be inefficient and difficult to make 
sure all faculty members keep up with the nuances of the sometimes complex 
transfer issues RCC students face that university students don’t.  
 
Students may have other counseling issues and there may be other solutions so 
this is an obvious issue for a transition team subgroup. 
 
 
22. Expand online offerings 
 
Given the district’s classroom shortage, more Internet courses would be a way to 
efficiently deliver education to more people throughout the district, and even 
beyond.  They would be especially helpful to those with mobility problems. Once 
you have agreement with district faculty on how the quality of online teaching is 
to be evaluated, I suggest the district greatly increase the number of courses 
offered fully or partially via the Internet. 
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23. Re-examine processes for creating new programs and new buildings 
 
Several important programs were created in recent years without the usual timely 
consultation with faculty and several building projects were begun without full 
consultation with the affected campus community or even public requests for 
design and construction proposals. One of the reasons for this, I suspect, is that 
consultative procedures have not kept pace with the changing state and federal 
funding processes or with the necessity for speedy action to take advantage of 
grant opportunities. With voter approval of Measure C and the stepped-up pace 
of construction that enables, it will be important to update the district’s 
procedures. Then it will be important to make sure those procedures are 
followed.  
 
 
24. Reduce number of interims appointed to permanent positions 
 
When the interim holders of positions at an institution usually obtain permanent 
appointments after job postings, the best qualified outsiders don’t bother to apply 
for positions at that institution that are occupied by interims. Since you, therefore, 
don’t know what kind of quality is truly out there, over time you are likely to 
reduce the quality of your executive team. The district has been appointing, then 
promoting a lot of interims in recent years. I suggest you avoid awarding interim 
titles, substituting acting titles when you can. It also would help to hire search 
firms more often to ferret out quality applicants, making sure to look internally as 
well as externally for people who have not applied on their own.  This is not to 
say that you should never promote someone who has filled a job on an interim 
basis. Nor should you launch expensive searches when it is highly unlikely there 
is anyone available better than your interim job holder. 
 
 
25. Review administrative responsibilities 
 
Some district administrators could handle more responsibility than they now 
have, while a few need major staff development, to be reassigned to other 
positions or to be terminated. 
 
 
26. Re-examine the administrative pay structure and job descriptions 
 
Once the district has made its basic structural decisions, it needs to hire a 
consultant to study the administrative pay scale and review job descriptions. 
Growth has been so rapid in recent years that pay levels seem out of whack with 
some making more than they should and others making less than they should, 
given current duties. The consultant should be told that there is not money 
available to solve inequities by simply raising the salaries of those who are 
underpaid. Overpaid people will have to have their salaries frozen for a time to 
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provide money to bring the underpaid up to where they should be. If you have the 
inclination to move to a pay-for-performance system for administrators, even 
those with frozen salaries could be rewarded for outstanding performance with 
annual bonuses. 
 
 
27. Upgrade administrative performance evaluations 
 
Some district executives do an excellent job of reviewing their subordinates, 
producing reports that help their employees grow professionally and that lay the 
groundwork for fair promotions or discipline. However, not all do such a good job. 
I suggest a confidential audit of performance evaluations to assure adequate 
evaluations are being done in a timely manner at all levels. All new 
administrators should receive training in the district’s evaluation process, as well 
as current administrators who need it.  
 
   
28. Reduce in-person Riverside meetings 
  
Far too much time is spent by Moreno Valley and Norco administrators traveling 
to meetings in Riverside. With the increasing freeway congestion and the parking 
problems on the Riverside campus, frequent travel to Riverside not only wastes 
their time, but also increases their stress. While some meetings must be in 
person, many could be conducted by speaker phone or video conferencing as 
the Academic Senate’s curriculum committee has been doing successfully. 
 
 
29. Reward classified staff  
 
While faculty members are rewarded with sabbaticals, currently there is no way 
to reward classified employees who go above and beyond in service of the 
district’s mission. I suggest establishing a fund at, say, the $10,000 level to give 
cash grants, perhaps on a quarterly basis, to one or more employees who do 
something extraordinary outside their normal job duties to help the district. Such 
things as major contributions of private time to help pass the bond issue, 
suggesting ways to save significant amounts of money and dramatically 
improving service to students or faculty would qualify for these rewards. Award 
criteria should be developed with the help of representative classified employees. 
Both a plaque and a check should be publicly presented to winning employees at 
Board of Trustees meetings. 
 
 
30. Beware of inappropriate models 
 
While state laws and regulations still treat community colleges in too many ways 
like the K-14 system they evolved from, in resisting this, district leaders need to 
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remember that RCC is not a university, but rather a bridge to four-year schools or 
to the workplace. Community colleges have a special relationship with their 
geographic communities not existing at most universities and they serve students 
with much more disparate educational goals. Tenure is not at all assured at four-
year colleges where faculty members have strong loyalties to their national, even 
international, research colleagues and are very concerned about their own and 
their department’s standing in their research fields. Whereas peer-reviewed 
research is the coin of the university realm, teaching, which is much harder to 
evaluate objectively, is the focus of community colleges. Since the district is 
dealing with a different kind of student body and with a different kind of faculty 
than universities are, organizational models and practices of four-year schools 
are not always appropriate for community colleges.   
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Conclusion 
 
There is no one right way to organize a multi-college district, as evidenced by the 
various structures seeming to work at community college districts throughout the 
country. Structures are a reflection of district leadership personalities, strengths 
and preferences as well as of the available executive talent so details will 
naturally change from time to time. I do not recommend that you immediately 
throw the district into chaos by reassigning massive numbers of people to new 
roles. However, you should select soon a general outline of what sort of 
organization you want to head toward. This will let you take maximum advantage 
of retirements and resignations and help you hire executive talent capable of 
leading the colleges in the future. 
 
Following are descriptions and organization charts outlining both the direction I 
suggest you consider as well as a traditional organization for a multi-college 
district. They are presented here to prompt discussion rather than to prescribe 
the precise future organization chart. Endless variations of these are possible -- 
such as placing workforce preparation on the same level as academic affairs to 
reflect the dual mission of the community college -- but I suggest you select one 
direction as the starting point for the transition team.  
 
 
Option A 
 
I favor this plan because it yields the leanest district staff, but it is not a traditional 
organization for a community college district. It has neither a district academic 
affairs vice chancellor, nor a district student services vice chancellor, leaving 
those functions at the colleges, close to the faculty and students they serve. 
Necessary coordination would be achieved through function-specific coordinating 
councils and inter-college cooperation would be fostered by spreading the 
headquarters for some key district-wide functions among the three colleges.  For 
example, the leader of the district’s online courses could be on the Norco 
campus, while the district’s top facilities maintenance and grounds executive 
could be on the Riverside campus, each reporting through the host college’s 
administrative structure. Similarly, the district’s best expert on disability student 
services could be on the Moreno Valley campus, and the best expert on financial 
aid could be on the Riverside campus with less-trained staff providing these 
services on the other campuses. Those holding district-wide responsibilities 
should be paid more than any counterparts on the other campuses because they 
will be responsible for training, and will provide leadership expertise on difficult 
situations throughout the district.  Giving each college president some district 
responsibilities will encourage cooperation among the presidents. 
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Option B 
 
This is the traditional multi-college community college structure. It would cause 
the least disruption for your executive employees, but would yield a large district 
staff and would require adding employees at the smaller campuses. It also would 
require vigilance to make sure the district does not impinge on the independence 
of the colleges, thus endangering their accreditation. 
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Next steps for the president 

 
 

1. This month, if possible, request the Board of Trustees to authorize hiring a 
national search firm to recruit a president for the Riverside campus. Ideally 
this person would be in place before the end of this calendar year. 

 
2. Work with the board to formally approve names of the three colleges. 

 
3. Determine if either the state chancellor’s office or the accrediting council 

has real objection to you starting to use these names. It will take some 
time to get freeway and city street signs changed and to rebuild campus 
monument signs, as well as to change marketing materials, letterheads 
etc. The name changes are especially important to the communities 
surrounding the newer campuses. 

 
4. Request board approval of the broad outlines of the future administrative 

structure. 
 

5. Appoint a transition team to start fleshing out that structure and developing 
policies and procedures for the new organization, being open to well-
thought-out variations of the initial organization plan. 

 
6. Direct the human resources director to report to the executive assistant 

and the facilities director to report to the vice president for finance. 
 

7. Create a new job description for and appoint Virginia MacDonald to be the 
liaison for all board communications and follow-up.  

 
8. Request board approval to seek leased space for district offices so your 

office is off campus by the time the Riverside campus president arrives. 
 

9. Direct the  marketing director to develop an internal communications plan 
 

10. Re-create consultative groups. 
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Summary of recommendations 
 

 
  1. Hire a president for the Riverside campus  
 
  2.  Improve board communications 
 
  3. Enhance district communications 
 
  4. Rename the campuses 
 
  5. Re-title the top leaders  
 
  6. Move the district offices 
 
  7. Assure Corona-Norco and Moreno Valley Board of Trustees members 
 
  8. Retain only central functions at the district level 
 
  9. Move responsibility to campus leaders 
 
10. Create an internal audit office 
 
11. Employ project-team problem solving 
 
12. Appoint a transition team 
 
13. Expand diversity efforts 
 
14. Reduce the president’s direct reports 
 
15. Change consultative groups 
 
16. Create coordinating councils 
 
17. Do not hire a president for Ben Clark Training Center 
 
18. Establish the one-college, one-vote rule 
 
19. Beware of district-wide entities 
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20. Create more departments on the newer campuses 
 
21. Review delivery of counseling 
 
22. Expand online offerings 
 
23. Re-examine processes for creating new programs and new buildings 
 
24. Reduce number of interims appointed to permanent positions 
 
25. Review administrative responsibilities 
 
26. Re-examine administrative pay structure and job descriptions 
 
27. Upgrade administrative performance evaluations 
 
28. Reduce in-person Riverside meetings 
 
29. Reward classified staff 
 
30. Beware of inappropriate models 
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