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Meetings 2nd and 4th Thursdays, 3pm in Bldg. 200 Rm. 227

Program Review & Planning Committee 10/23/2025 Agenda
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:  Rachel Nevarez, Henry Hua, Bridget Kominek, Matthew Muranaga, Tina Maertens, Dale Craig, Olivia Barajas, Mary Bogan
	MAIN AGENDA

	TIME
	TOPIC
	ACTION & NOTES

	3-3:05pm
	Call to order, approval of the agenda, approval of the notes
	· Approval of notes from 10/09/2025
· The committee unanimously approved the previous meeting minutes.


	3:05-3:10pm
	Public comments
	· None

	3:10-3:20pm
	Co-chair report: Daniel and Mary
	· Student Services/Administrative Operational Program Review training is this Friday, 10/24, from 10AM-11AM on zoom.
· Mission statement update
· The college recommended to the President that further attempts to revise the mission statement be discontinued after the Board rejected two proposed updates. As a result, the previously approved mission statement will remain in use moving forward.
· Update on Program Review office hour appointments and questions
· The attendance at office hours and the number of appointments booked have increased.
· ACT continues to provide login access approximately once per week in response to requests.
· The Program Review schedule is currently being compiled and will be shared at the next meeting.
· Schedule and group assignments for program review spring sessions have been made and will be shared at the next meeting.

	3:20pm-4pm

	Rubric/Reader Report

	· Instructional Program Review Rubric (Internal) 
· Discuss Reader Report
· The committee was asked to share their perspectives on whether Program Review feedback should be provided through Reader’s Reports.
· A member noted that receiving feedback is valuable for programs when reflecting on past performance and identifying ways to improve processes, determine priorities, and plan resource requests. 
· Another member agreed, adding that the feedback could inform the program’s next annual update and support revisions to their Strategic Action Plans (SAPs)
· Feedback could be streamlined by copying and pasting relevant bullet points from the rubric into the feedback section to maintain efficiency during time limitations.
· Vote: The committee held a vote and unanimously approved the rubric and the continued use of reader reports.

	4pm-4:30pm
	Second Draft of Student Services Questions 

	· Review Second Draft of Student Services Questions 
· At the previous meeting, the committee reviewed the first draft, and the co-chair subsequently developed a second draft incorporating the feedback provided.
· The committee gave further feedback below.
· Question 2.3 Feedback
· A member inquired whether the question asks programs to address equity gaps in general or specifically focuses on Black and Latinx equity gaps.
· The co-chair responded that some programs may not have outcome data but do have information on the populations they are serving (or not serving).
· Another member expressed concern that this could lead to inconsistency in reporting outcomes. Instructional areas have clearer guidance on measurable outcomes such as completion and success rates, whereas responses from Student Services may be more varied and less defined. The member asked what the committee’s expectations are for Student Services outcomes. 
· The Vice President of Student Services (VPSS) agreed that “student outcomes” need to be clearly defined. Referring to the Student Equity Plan, the VPSS noted that possible measures could include successful enrollment, completion of transfer-level math and English, and completion of an education plan as examples. Additional leading indicators may also be considered, but these outcomes should serve as a minimum standard.
· It was noted that “Belonging” should be included as a key metric. Programs are tracking engagement and starting to collect data with the requirement of VAR (Vision Aligned Reporting).
· The VPSS suggested revising 2.3 to begin with “How does your program address equity gaps?” followed by the question specifically addressing Black and Latinx students. 
· The co-chair recommended using five metrics from the Student Equity Plan as a framework for defining student outcomes and for determining how those metrics can be applied to address and close equity gaps. 
· Another member suggested moving question 2.3 to Section 4: Assessment & Evaluation.
· The committee discussed the possibility that responses to Question 2.3 could indicate that programs plan to host more events. The committee raised questions regarding how programs will meaningfully track these events and measure their outcomes.
· Programs should examine where their disaggregated impact lies, as this provides valuable information. Question 2.3 should be revised to have programs identify their disproportionately impacted (DI) populations beyond Black and Latinx students (ex: foster youth, unhoused students, low-income students, etc.). The committee suggested including this as a separate question in section 2. 
· Changing the word “program” to “program and/or service/area”.
· Summary of changes to 2.3 - Define student outcomes in relation to the Student Equity Plan using 5 specific metrics, include “Belonging”, and reorder the question to ask first “how does your program address equity gaps?”, move question 2.3 to section 4 “Assessment & Evaluation”, reword “program” to say “program and/or service/area”, create a new question in section 2 to include identification of program’s DI populations beyond just Black & Latinx students.
· Question 2.4
· This question needs to be more direct. The suggestion is to remove the word “impact” and replace with “help to advance student success outcomes for students in your programs”.  The intent of this question is to encourage Student Services to consider broadly how their work aligns with and supports the college’s strategic plan.
· Summary of changes to 2.4 - remove “impact” and replace with “help to advance student success outcomes for students served by your program”
· Question 3.1
· The committee mentioned that in previous program reviews people did not know how to calculate FTE.
· Include “hourlies and professional experts”.
· Summary of changes to 3.1 - Include how to calculate FTE and “Hourlies and Professional Experts”
· Question 3.2
· It was observed that the questions frequently reference mission and purpose; some programs may not yet have a defined mission. It was suggested that in the Fall, all programs be advised to establish a mission and purpose and maybe even host workshops to help facilitate that. 
· The committee noted that a common response to this question would include additional funding for more staff, but justification should be provided, such as program growth by a certain percentage or lack of staffing to provide specific services. There should be a rationale for more staff to address a specific gap. 
· If a response does include requests for additional funding, the question should direct programs to “reference Question 3.2” to provide this information, similar to the approach used in the “Request to Advertise” form.
· A committee member mentioned this question should also include “identify gaps in your services and any proposed strategies to address them” 
· The committee agreed this question should be fully revised. 
· Summary of changes to 3.2 - This question should be revised to require programs to provide justification for the need for specific staff to address identified gaps, as well as an explanation of how the positions will be funded, similar to the “Request to Advertise” form. Also include what strategies the program will use to address gaps.
· Question 3.4
· The final sentence of this question, “How can the institution better support…,” should be reworded to clearly specify the desired outcomes and how the college can support an area in achieving them.
· Section 4.0
· This section should be renamed, as it is more reflective than evaluative. A suggested title is “Prior Assessment and Evaluation.”
· Question 4.2
· The committee wanted to add the language “what factors impacted your outcomes?”
· Question 5.3
· This question may elicit responses such as “programs just need more funding.” It was suggested to reframe the question to focus on budget constraints, for example: “Within the funds you currently have, are there budget shortfalls you anticipate?” or “Within the constraints of your budget, what are your anticipated needs?”
· Remove the word “misalignment”.
· Summary of changes to 5.3 - Remove the word “misalignment”. Reframe the question to focus on budget constraints, for example: “Within the funds you currently have, are there budget shortfalls you anticipate?” or “Within the constraints of your budget, what are your anticipated needs?”
· To Do & Upcoming Items: 
· Daniel recommended presenting these questions to the Student Services meeting in November to gather feedback.
· Discussion on these questions will be postponed from the 11/13 meeting to the last December meeting 12/11.
· College-wide data will be presented at the 11/13 meeting, along with the Spring Program Review schedule.
· The 12/11 meeting will be reserved for miscellaneous items and follow-ups.





	RESOURCES

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