Speaker Comments on Board Agenda Item 8, “Consider Approval of the Four College Educational Master Plans” (2/24/09)


· Good evening trustees, chancellor and district administrative center staff, and members of the public. I’m Karolyn van Putten, president of the Laney Faculty Senate, Vice President of the District Academic Senate and a tenured psychology professor here in Peralta, standing before you tonight as a Laney College faculty advocate and spokesperson.

· We object, in principle and in practice, to the delivery for approval of an educational master plan for Laney College that the vast majority of Laney faculty has not seen, read, or been engaged in writing. 

· We understand that it was impossible to complete 4 major initiatives (self study, educational master plan, facilities master plan, integrated educational and facilities master plan) in less than 12 months, with as few full time faculty as we have, especially a faculty that is chronically overloaded with the responsibilities of teaching students who have academic support and other needs.

· We chose, I’m sure you’ll agree, wisely, to focus our primary attention on completing the self study. Without a reaffirmation of accreditation, none of those other plans matter. Nonetheless, the self study report is intended to be, in part, an aggregation of those other three documents, so it was decided to “farm out,” if you will, some of the work to external consultants. 

· It is my strong belief, that some of the money the district chose to spend on external consultants would have been put to better use by providing some of our long-term adjunct faculty with stipends for doing the major portion of the work that went into developing an educational master plan. 

· At the very least, having consistent involvement of faculty would have eliminated the current problem situation of not knowing and not being consulted about our priorities, ideas, visions. Further, having adjunct faculty involvement would have significantly enhanced and strengthened their knowledge of the college, thereby benefiting all of us.

· We asked, repeatedly and in more than one setting, to have the information we collected in our program reviews and unit plans reflected in the educational master plan. The current document mentions that these reviews and plans exist, but it does absolutely nothing with their content.

· Over the past 18 months the self study team went to great lengths to assure the participation and support of faculty for the self study process. Any educational master plan that has our name on it, by proxy, must receive at least the amount of exposure and discussion and review that was given to the self study report.

· This educational master plan is not “ours.”  Among the 10+1 areas wherein faculty are afforded the right, by law, to make recommendations, to have substantive input, are “(4) educational program development, (5) standards or policies regarding student preparation and success, . . . and (10) processes for institutional planning and budget development.” 

· An educational master plan written by external consultants, devoid of faculty consultation and absent our review, is a violation of our rights.

· We have heard the Vice Chancellor of Educational Services state repeatedly, that any requests of the district for resources that are not reflected in the college’s educational master plan will not be supported or provided. Yet, little to nothing that we described in our unit plans and program reviews – what we need in order to serve students – is in this plan document. 

· Because district administrators are adamant that no resources will be provided for any program needs that are not addressed in the educational master plan, if you approve this plan tonight, you are essentially approving the demise of our college, and of the district. Laney College generates 40 – 45% of the FTES that support this district. We deserve better than this.

· I thank you for your attention to and consideration of these remarks.
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