Strategic Directions

Transforming Students' Lives

· Foster the personal, professional, and intellectual growth of learners by providing exemplary and innovative teaching and learning experiences and student support services.

· Commit to a culture of assessment of programs, services and learning. 

· Position Lane as a vital community partner by empowering a learning workforce in a changing economy.

Transforming the Learning Environment 

· Create a diverse and inclusive learning college:  develop institutional capacity to respond effectively and respectfully to students, staff, and community members of all cultures, languages, classes, races, genders, ethnic backgrounds, religions, sexual orientations, and abilities.

· Create, enhance, and maintain inviting and welcoming facilities that are safe, accessible, functional, well-equipped, aesthetically appealing and environmentally sound. 

Transforming the College Organization 

· Achieve and sustain fiscal stability.

· Build organizational capacity and systems to support student success and effective operations.

· Promote professional growth and provide increased development opportunities for staff both within and outside the College.
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I’d like to see the Strategic Plan be framed in terms of choices we are making, both because it gets closer to what is strategic in terms of aligning the organization (We are doing X in contrast to Y.) and to facilitate empowerment in the organization (We should make choices and not just take a path that is handed to us absent of issues of choice– following Takaki).

I like the focus (expressed as choices) on instructional technology objectives, and principles that should guide Lane’s choices toward those objectives. What would make it more strategic to me is to also deal with two other related questions: What will ensure that these principles do guide Lane’s movement toward those objectives? What is the assessment of what stands in the way of meeting these objectives, and from that, an assessment of what resources are needed and also available for accomplishing these objectives?

The first principle (with the typo removed) is “Instructional technologies can be used to help increase student access to learning and improve success and retention for many students”. This strikes me as not really sharply enough stated to be strategic. I wonder: How much potential is there assumed? To what extent is this potential uniquely accomplished through instructional technology? The estimate needs to be made explicitly.

The third principle (with typo removed) is “The implementation of instructional technology objectives at Lane is primarily guided by instructional objectives and processes.” This also strikes me as not really sharply enough stated. What is meant by “primarily”?

The curricular objectives raise important issues of intellectual property rights, job security, and control over scheduling. The fact that these issues are not discussed is a major deficiency of this draft. Without dealing with them, or connecting to the processes in which they will be dealt with, or delineating the principles under which they will be resolved, the draft as a strategic plan is not sufficiently complete.

The section on institutional capacity objectives seems to have side-stepped the issue of how instructional technology and its use should be supported at Lane. This is a major strategic issue. It is not enough to assume that the aims presented will automatically result in the best administrative and organizational structure, because the aims are not sufficient for reaching this conclusion, and the mechanism is not specified. Among the issues that strategically need to be address include:

1. Currently, much information technology is centrally funded but the control over use is distributed. Maintenance of this technology is a necessity. Should maintenance also be centrally funded, but with its control distributed? This is an urgent and important question.

2. The organizational chart puts much of instructional technology under college operations. This is not where it belongs. How should it be restructured? Who will decide? What principles should guide the design?

3. Support for faculty who use instructional technology is largely organized along divisional lines but also along cross-divisional lines. Should we adopt an organizational structure that fully acknowledges this 2-dimensional reality and brings planning into this reality, as the Electronic Learning Environments unit would do in the CCIL plan discussed for the past three years?

4. Effective institutional capacity building requires appropriate partnerships and autonomy. What is the vision of what is needed?

