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Co-Chairs: Daniel Berumen and Mary Bogan
https://committees.fullcoll.edu/program-review/
Meetings 2nd and 4th Thursdays, 3pm in Bldg. 200 Rm. 227

Program Review & Planning Committee 10/09/2025 Notes
Attendees:
Co-Chairs: Daniel Berumen and Mary Bogan 
Faculty Representatives: Vacant (Humanities), Val Macias (LLRISPS), Rachel Nevarez (Tech & Engineering), David Francisco Lopez (Fine Arts), Leonor Cadena (Social Sciences—Sub for Josh Ashenmiller), Olivia Barajas (Counseling), Dale Craig (Business & CIS), Marcia Foster (PE), Christopher Persichilli (Natural Sciences), Luciano Rodriguez (Math & Computer Science)
Classified Representatives: Tina Maertens, Sara Camacho, Matthew Muranaga, (Vacant)
Management Representatives: Sam Foster, Deniz Fierro, Jeanette Rodriguez (sub for Jessica Johnson), and Kristine Nikkhoo
Resource Members: Henry Hua, Sonia de la Torre, Bridget Kominek
Student Representatives: Ashton Seib

Absent:  Mary Bogan, Dale Craig, Sara Camacho, Matthew Muranaga, Sam Foster, Deniz Fierro, Jeanette Rodriguez, Henry Hua, Sonia de la Torre, Bridget Kominek
	MAIN AGENDA

	TIME
	TOPIC
	ACTION & NOTES

	3-3:05pm
	Call to order, approval of the agenda, approval of the notes
	· Approval of notes from 9/25/2025
· The committee unanimously approved the previous meeting notes.


	3:05-3:10pm
	Public comments
	· None

	3:10-3:20pm
	Co-chair report: Daniel and Mary
	· Data Dashboard
· A tutorial on the data dashboard and a step-by-step guide for the new online Program Review form will be provided to assist users.
· FAQ Document
· The FAQ sheet will be posted soon, and an email with updates will be sent out on Monday.
· Elumen Update- Timeline to receive SLO Data
· The committee discussed the delayed timeline for receiving SLO data from Elumen — the data has not yet been received.
· As a temporary solution, the SLO-related question in the form will be marked “optional.”
· Programs will still be asked to describe their process for assessment, even if they cannot report results at this time.
· A suggestion was made to include the SLO results question in next year’s annual update instead.
· Some committee members questioned the usefulness of the question if responses are optional, especially given the current lack of data.
· Final agreement:
· The question will remain in the form with “optional” clearly labeled.
· Programs are still expected to provide information about their assessment process, even if outcome data is not available.

	3:20-3:30pm

	Rubric/reader report

	· Finalize & Vote on the Rubric/Reader Report
· The committee agreed that the “At Goal” designation will be public-facing, while “Working Towards Goal” and “Exemplary” will be used for internal purposes only.
· Due to the lack of received SLO data, the committee added “If Applicable” next to any rubric criteria that reference SLOs.
· The committee agreed to move the rubric forward to the next steps in the process.
· The committee did not hold a vote due to a lack of quorum. 

· Reader Reports: TABLED for next meeting

	3:30-4pm
	Draft of Student Services Questions (Group Work)

	· Review First Draft of Student Services Questions 
· The committee was asked to give initial thoughts and feedback of the student services Fall 2026 questions.

· Section 1.0
· 1.1 Delete “strategic action plan” and replace it with “mission”.
· A member may have noted to remove the word “purpose”

· Section 2.0 Students Served
· Clarification needed for Section 2.1 regarding programs that serve the entire campus (e.g., Bursar’s Office, Registrar, Tutoring Center). A suggestion was made to include language that still allows those programs to respond meaningfully to questions about student demographics and assess who is actually using their services.
· Emphasis was placed on the importance of collecting and reviewing demographic data to better understand which student populations are accessing services — and which are not.
· Example: The Tutoring Center serves all students but actively tracks who uses the services and identifies gaps in usage to improve outreach.
· Concern was raised that current questions may be too broad, leading to generic responses like “we serve everyone” (as seen in past responses).
· Suggestion to reframe questions in Section 2.1 to more directly ask:
· Who are you serving? Who is accessing your services?
· Do you currently gather demographic data on users?
· If not, do you have a method to start tracking this?
· What resources would you need to begin collecting this data?
· With the understanding that your area serves the entire campus, which demographics of students are accessing your services, how are you tracking students on a day-to-day basis.
· Emphasis on not allowing a simple “we serve everyone” answer — the goal is to prompt reflection and data-informed evaluation, even for operational units.
· For programs that truly serve the entire campus, it's important they still provide context about who is actually utilizing their services.
· The goal is to help identify barriers and gaps in access by examining differences between the intended audience and the actual users.
· Programs should reflect on whether their services are reaching all student populations equitably and consider ways to address any disparities.
· There was also a suggestion to include a response option or guidance for programs that don’t currently collect data but may need support or resources to begin doing so.
· There was a suggestion to shift from asking about improvements made to exploring the specific challenges currently faced and potential solutions, beyond just financial considerations.
· The committee agreed that a third set of questions could be helpful for operational programs like M&O, Mailroom, Bursars, etc. 

· 3.0 Assessment and Evaluation
· The committee discussed the need to revise Section 3.0 for clarity and relevance.
· Key suggestion: Instead of asking programs to create new outcomes, the section should prompt them to reflect on the goals or outcomes they tracked previously, evaluate their progress, and note any changes made.
· Since programs are already required to develop and assess outcomes through their Strategic Action Plans (SAPs), this section should not duplicate that work but rather align with it.
· It was noted that outcome assessment is more straightforward in instructional departments (e.g., through grades or student learning outcomes), but more complex in student/operational services — a point of confusion in past program review cycles.
· Recommendation: Section 3.0 should focus on:
· How did you do on your previous outcomes?
· What changes, if any, did you make?
· What challenges or barriers did you encounter?
· The committee agreed that Section 3.0 needs to be rewritten to better reflect this purpose and reduce redundancies with SAPs.

· 3.6 & 3.7 Include:
· What are certain barriers students are facing accessing services that your program provides?

· 4.0 Program Staff and Departmental Culture
· The committee discussed the need to clarify the intent behind the succession planning question.
· Rather than focusing solely on staff turnover or vacancies, the question should be rewritten in a more positive manner to highlight available resources for new staff and strategies to ensure smooth transitions, beyond just hoping for position replacements.
· For Section 4.5 (departmental morale and environment), there was concern that the current wording invites criticism or generic responses tied to resource requests.
· The committee agreed that the question should be reframed to focus on how the college can better support programs in non-monetary ways.
· Suggestions included tying this to earlier discussions (e.g., from Section 3.0) about challenges and offering constructive ways for programs to express needs that go beyond staffing or funding.
· Overall, both questions will be rewritten to prompt more actionable, reflective responses and reduce emphasis on funding as the only solution.
· Discussion – Section 4.4 and Proposed 4.4(a):
· Question 4.4, which focuses on equity-centered practices and training, was reviewed.
· A suggestion was made to add a Question 4.4(a) that would ask:
· “Are there other ways the college can support your program in improving departmental environment and morale?”
· This would allow programs to express support needs that go beyond equity training and could strengthen morale-focused planning.
· Additional Discussion – Section 4.5:
· A committee member raised a question about the intent behind Section 4.5, which asks about departmental environment and morale.
· The group discussed whether the purpose is to prompt reflection on areas for improvement that could inform planning in Section 5.0.
· It was acknowledged that the question is somewhat open to interpretation, but the responses could help identify common themes across departments.

· 5.0 The Future of the Program: Program Planning
· A committee member noted that the personnel request section references “full-time and adjunct ratios,” which may not be relevant for non-instructional programs. It was suggested that this should be updated to reference “Classified” staff where appropriate.
· Daniel confirmed that this has already been corrected in the online form.
· The committee agreed that programs should be encouraged to limit the number of new Strategic Action Plans to keep the planning process focused and manageable.
· This guidance needs to be updated in the form language.

· FAQ Created for Program Review 
· Daniel has developed a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) document to accompany the Program Review process.
· The FAQ will be emailed on Monday.
· The committee discussed incorporating information in the FAQ regarding the feedback process:
· Suggestion to include a question such as: "Will I receive feedback on my Program Review?"
· Once it’s confirmed that feedback will be provided, the FAQ should clarify what type of feedback programs can expect.
· Common questions received in past cycles were raised, including:
· “Why wasn’t my request funded?”
· The committee agreed this concern should be addressed directly in the FAQ, possibly through a question explaining the funding decision process.
· It was also recommended to include a question about the timeline for funding:
· For example: “If my request is approved, when can I expect to receive the funds?”



	4pm-4:30pm

	Strategic Action Plans (SAP) - Daniel
TABLED
	· Daniel will review what SAPs are and what makes a good SAP
· Daniel will discuss suggestion about what information will be shared with PBSC 

	
	
	Next Steps:
· Daniel will take all feedback to Mary and PBSC Co-Chair Bridget Kominek to develop a second draft of the form reflecting the committee’s input.
· FAQ document will be emailed out on Monday.



	RESOURCES

	Upcoming Meetings:  10/23, 11/13, 11/27 (no meeting due to Thanksgiving Break), 12/11
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