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In this joint meeting with Classified Senate, we focused on discussion of the new draft of the Educational Master 
Plan for 2018-2023.  Hillary Goodkind gave us a short presentation on the new plan, including an overview, a 
review of the implementation plan and process, and a discussion of implementation priorities.  

The process began last March, when Hilary went to division/department/senate meetings across campus. The 
notes from these meetings began the “internal scan”—a picture of what we all think are the strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats. Every division and senate participated, with over 250 different 
contributors. Cabinet then read the document, which is now awaiting approval from IPC.  We are hoping to see 
it approved by December. The implementation process will go all the way to 2023—but we hope to have the 
mapping of what we will do in the next five years  (the “five in five”) in the next few weeks.  

Some issues may complicate these plans, such as the State Chancellor’s Office “Vision for Success,” just released 
last week with what Fauzi described as “extraordinarily lofty” goals, though, at the moment, unclear 
consequences for failing to meet those  goals.  The State Chancellor’s office wants our plan to go to them by 
May, and they want all of their goals implemented by 2022. We discussed a number of concerns with these 
goals, including questions about funding, documenting student employment, and the risk of lowering standards.  

We also discussed some concerns about the draft: Chris Smith noted that “data based decision making” is not 
explicitly referred to in the document. Jeramy suggested that we could include “data based” or “evidence 
based” under priority  three.  

Jeramy also suggested that we include a short note about why particular disciplines are mentioned as “degree 
awards” on page 12—many disciplines are left off the list. Peter wanted to know if these awards will influence 
decisions such as resource requests, particularly requests for new faculty.  

Finally, we discussed some concerns about labelling students: Fauzi noted that we don’t have data on LGTBQ 
students. This may be partially due to students not identifying themselves, but there are also may be some 
problems with the labels: for example, some of our labels don’t match the district’s; an increasing percentage of 
students identify as “multi race” or “other;” and while some students are beginning to identify as LGBTQ, this 
category has not been included in the past.   

Regardless of these concerns, Hilary noted that the current draft paints a clear picture of the challenges our 
students face: the majority are from traditionally underrepresented groups; many struggle with basic needs and 
are working minimum wage jobs; many are taking care of family.  

The top challenges we face in serving these students are listed in the back of the EMP: equity gaps, 
access/retention; transfer; completion of transfer-level math and English. Other challenges faced by students 
themselves: we know that students have trouble navigating the system, particularly for first generation 



students; we also have students with conflicting priorities—working multiple jobs while trying to take classes; 
and some struggle with access to classes and services.  

The five priorities chart has intentionally not been filled in: the goal is to take inventory of what is happening 
and start designing measures around these goals now. 

We began working on filling in the five priorities chart, meeting in small groups for the remainder of the time 

 

 Future Discussion Topics: Enrollment Caps (11/27)    Adjunct Equity (11/27) Public Safety Update (11/27) Early 
College (11/27) Flexible Scheduling (1/22) Reading Task Force update (1/22) Textbook Task Force update 
(2/12) Classroom Technology Educational Equity 50th Anniversary of the 1968 CSM Protests  

 


