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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.1400 Rm.1426

Program Review & Planning Committee Agenda 04/09/2026 
Attendees:
Co-Chairs: Daniel Berumen and Mary Bogan 
Faculty Representatives: Adriana Sanchez (Humanities), Vacant (LLRISPS), Rachel Nevarez (Tech & Engineering), David Francisco Lopez (Fine Arts), Josh Ashenmiller (Social Sciences), 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, (Vacant), (Vacant)
Management Representatives: Sam Foster, Deniz Fierro, Jessica Johnson, and Kristine Nikkhoo
Resource Members: Henry Hua, Sonia de la Torre, Bridget Kominek
Student Representatives: Ashton Seib

Guests: Vinnie Wu, Karina Corona
Absent:  
	MAIN AGENDA

	TIME
	TOPIC
	ACTION & NOTES

	3pm
	Call to order, approval of the agenda, approval of the notes
	1) Approval of previous notes from 2/12/2026
a) Mary made a motion to approve the notes. The motion was seconded and approved unanimously, with no abstentions.


	3:05pm
	Public comments
	· No comments

	3:10pm-3:20pm
	Co-chair report: Daniel and Mary
	1) Remind folks about PE hours
a) The faculty representatives on the committee were reminded to submit any remaining Professional Expert hours by April 16.

2) Submit reader reports
a) The committee was directed to upload Reader Reports to the Program Review Committee SharePoint (Fall 2025 > Self Studies Folder > Reader Report). The due date for submission is one week.

3) Reminder of timeline for resource request approval
a) A reminder was provided regarding the timeline for resource request approvals.
b) Recommendations will proceed to Faculty Senate at the end of April, and the President Advisory Committee will approve by the end of May.
c) Upon approval, notifications will be emailed to department coordinators, deans, and posted on the Program Review & Planning Committee webpage.
d) The Business Office will contact the program review writer and dean to determine the account for fund allocation.
e) Funds are expected to be accessible in Fall 2026.


	3:20pm-
3:55 pm
	Group Discussion and Written Responses to Questions
	We asked the committee to meet with their assigned groups to respond to the following questions.
1. Which self-studies does your group consider exemplary? Are there any self-studies we should recommend for revision/updates?
2. Are there any notable themes that you identified from your assigned reviews? 
3. Are there any notable successes or challenges identified in your reviews that you want to highlight/share?
4. Of the SAPs that met the criteria, which ones do you think were the highest quality and should be shared with the Planning Budget & Steering Committee (PBSC)?
5. Do you have any recommendations for the chairs to improve this process moving forward? These can include changes to the form, changes to the questions, and/or changes to our process to evaluate them.


	3:55pm-4:15pm
	Review Slides 
	1. The committee reviewed and discussed the responses together.

a. Notable Themes: 
i. Artificial Intelligence (AI): Varying levels of engagement, ranging from uncertainty and lack of integration to efforts focused on effectively leveraging AI tools.
ii. Marketing and Outreach: Requests for dedicated personnel (hourly or full-time) to support outreach and promotional efforts.
iii. Resource Request Culture: Ongoing need to shift understanding and practices around SAPs and resource requests, particularly regarding permanent and sustained funding.
iv. Full-Time Faculty Hiring: Continued emphasis on the need to increase the number of full-time faculty.
v. Perceived Lack of Institutional Support: Program Review narratives frequently reflect concerns about insufficient college support.
vi. Facilities and Technology Needs: Requests for additional or upgraded facilities, equipment, and modernization of outdated technology.
vii. Student Engagement Funding: Requests for funding to support student field trips and outreach activities.
viii. Operational Funding Needs: Ongoing requests for general operational resources.
ix. Staffing Challenges: Insufficient staffing in smaller or specialized programs, alongside concerns about limited AI training and increased student use of AI.
x. Equity Data Clarity: Lack of clear guidance and data regarding student equity gaps and barriers, resulting in unclear or unmeasurable outcomes.
xi. Course Expansion Without Data: Some programs propose adding courses to address issues (e.g., enrollment) without sufficient supporting data, despite indications of extended time-to-completion for students.
xii. Online Instruction Challenges: Lower reported success rates in online courses despite increasing enrollment demand; need for support in improving online curriculum and alignment with course outlines of record.
xiii. Personnel and Student Support Requests: Broad requests for additional faculty, classified staff, tutoring, and student workers (including for marketing functions).
xiv. Scope of Funding Requests: Some submissions include extensive or unrealistic lists of needs, which complicates evaluation and prioritization of SAPs.
xv. Alignment with College Goals: Limited alignment identified between Strategic Action Plans and overarching college goals.

b. Challenges that were highlighted
i. Scope and Volume of Requests: The breadth and depth of program needs, requests, and reported successes can be extensive, making them difficult to track and evaluate effectively.
ii. Facilities and Infrastructure Needs: Ongoing challenges related to facilities and infrastructure, including specialized spaces such as labs, galleries, and discipline-specific technology environments.
iii. Full-Time Faculty Shortages: Insufficient numbers of full-time faculty, particularly in smaller or specialized departments.
iv. Alignment and Data Use: Some Program Reviews lack clear alignment between identified needs, Strategic Action Plan (SAP) goals, and supporting data analysis, including equity gap identification.
v. Depth of Data Analysis: While data is often included, there are opportunities to strengthen analysis through disaggregation and more comprehensive reflection on equity outcomes.
vi. Data Interpretation Challenges: Variability in how data is interpreted, including limited contextualization (e.g., comparisons to overall college demographics), which can impact the clarity and usefulness of findings.
vii. Personnel Shortages: Continued challenges related to insufficient staffing across programs.

c. Notes for the co-chairs to improve the program review process
i. Clarify Operational vs. Resource Requests & Funding Guidance: Improve differentiation between operational requests and other resource needs and provide clearer guidance on what is fundable through the process.
ii. Word Count and Template Structure: Revisit word count limits and improve report structure by adding sections/subsections, SAP numbering, and potentially an AI-related question to improve clarity, organization, and usability for both writers and readers.
iii. SAP Quality, Prioritization, and Cost Requirements: Require cost information for all SAPs (including “$0” where applicable) and encourage programs to prioritize and evaluate SAPs more intentionally, especially when submitting large volumes of requests.
iv. Review Process Time and Rubrics: Increase allocated time for reading and discussion of Program Reviews and provide guiding questions/rubrics at the start of the process to support more consistent and focused evaluation.
v. Departmental Collaboration and PRPC Support: Strengthen collaboration within departments during Program Review development and expand PRPC member outreach/support, particularly for smaller departments.
vi. Program Structure and Equity in Reporting: Provide better mechanisms for programs with multiple distinct pathways (e.g., Music and Foreign Languages), ensure equitable inclusion of SWANA student data, and address misconceptions such as dismissing data due to small sample sizes through training.
vii. Data Use, Interpretation, and Training Needs: Improve training and support around data interpretation, including how to contextualize data (e.g., demographic comparisons) and use it effectively in equity analysis.
viii. Mission Alignment Clarity: Clarify current college mission language to ensure programs are using accurate and updated references in their self-studies.

d. Additional Notes
i. It was recommended that subprograms develop individual reports to better reflect their distinct needs (e.g., Foreign Languages, Music). Alternatively, the Program Review form could include designated subsections for subprogram-specific content.
ii. Identified a need for additional training related to SWANA and faculty support in locating and utilizing data within dashboards. Consideration was also given to providing dashboard access to Program Review readers during evaluation of self-studies.
iii. Suggested revising the form to require clearer use of data in support of Strategic Action Plans (SAPs), with an emphasis on developing more intentional, evidence-based requests rather than broad or unfocused resource lists.

	4:15pm-4:30pm
	Preview of the rest of the semester
	1) What's Next? 
a) Many faculty representative terms will conclude this spring. The co-chairs will provide faculty with a list of term end dates to support planning for filling those positions in the fall.



	RESOURCES

	Upcoming Meetings:  4/23, 5/14, 5/28
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