
 
 

INSTRUCTIONAL PLANNING 
COUNCIL 

MEETING MINUTES OF 
April 15, 2022 

9:30am – 11:30am, Zoom 
 

Members Present: Jessica Kaven, Allison Hughes, Diana Tedone-Goldstone, Alison Field, 
James Carranza, Rian Morrison, Susan Mahoney, Alex Claxton, Joan Murphy, Lisa Palmer, Jill 
Sumstad 
Members Absent: Katie Perkins, Karen Engel, Tammy Robinson  
Guests: Sarah Harmon, Ameer Thompson, Katie Dominion, David Eck, Maria Lara-Blanco, 
Julian Branch, Mayra Arellano 

 

 

1) Adoption and Approval of Agenda 

Motion – To adopt agenda: M/S:  Alex Claxton, Lisa Palmer 
Discussion – none 
Abstentions – none 
Approval – approved unanimously 
 

2) Approval of Minutes 
• March 4, 2022 

Motion – To approve minutes: M/S:  Alex Claxton, Jill Sumstad 
Discussion – Jessica emphasized the section of the minutes which 
highlighted the vote that took place via email regarding the Guided 
Pathway coordinator positions, to ensure the committee took note of 
this information.  
Abstentions – Lisa Palmer (not present at 3/4/22 meeting) 
Approval – approved  

 
• March 18, 2022 

Motion – To approve minutes: M/S:  Lisa Palmer, Alison Field 
Discussion – none 
Abstentions – none 
Approval – approved unanimously 

 
 

3) Program Review College-Wide Timeline & IPC Dates for 2022-2023 
 
Allison Hughes and Jessica Kaven presented the following proposed timeline information to the 



committee:  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Susan asked if during the planning process, the committee could discuss how to increase campus 
engagement with IPC, to inform other constituency groups to plan on attending events and sending 
representation. Jessica shared that this can be included and can be incorporated as part of the IPC 
recommendation. Lisa asked if there is a way to have crucial campus IPC meetings joined with 
other existing campus group meetings. James mentioned that he suggests, as he has in previous 
years, that all senate, faculty leadership, coordinators, and administrators join in the program review 
process. James added that he is for anything that can be done to increase presence at this annual 
event, and commended Allison and Jessica for the creation of the operational calendar which will 
assist in the planning process. Lisa suggested asking different constituency groups if they would be 



able to reschedule their group meetings to fall on the Program Review date so that more 
representation was present. Lisa highlighted that in this suggestion, it would not require folks to 
attend an additional meeting. She suggested that the Curriculum Committee meeting could be 
moved to coincide with Program Review to ensure the CC members’ voices are heard. Susan agreed 
with both James and Lisa and reiterated that it is crucial that the campus understand what is 
happening in other departments. David Eck added that he hears the committee’s suggestions, 
however, he does not believe that Academic Senate would be able to move its meeting, noting that 
the reason program review takes place at IPC is because the bandwidth is not present to view 
presentations at senate. David added that he is happy to recruit folks to attend these meetings, 
however. James suggested that this be approached not as an option, and that this is a matter of 
priority, that when faculty leaders and coordinators are presenting, he would make it a priority to 
have folks attend, even if that means having a second meeting for other constituency groups or 
rescheduling the meeting to allow for attendance. James added that the committee has spoken at 
length about how faculty feel like the process is not important and undervalued, yet people do not 
attend the presentations, which is designed to bring value to the campus community. James added 
that from his perspective, what gives the process more value is participation and leadership making 
this a top priority. Ameer added if it would be wise to consider having division meetings overlap in 
time to allow folks to attend. Jill added that it sounds like the goal is to have more voices 
represented. She suggested creating a format where the campus community could view the material 
within a specific time frame which would allow folks to be able to view it when convenient, and 
still have their input added. Jill added that she would volunteer to be on a task force for this. Susan 
added that rebranding Program Review may be necessary as people see this as a chore or as 
something that opens them up for criticism as opposed to the more positive aspects of the process, 
such as sharing and figuring out synergies. Jessica added that this feedback is very helpful as the 
overall goal is to make the process as meaningful as possible for the campus community. Allison 
added that the Program Review Work Group often discusses having everyone take ownership and 
responsibility for their parts of the process, and it is helpful to hear the group consider how to make 
the various pieces more meaningful. 
 
The committee reviewed the following important dates: 
 

 
The committee also reviewed the revised proposed timeline put forth by the work group, and 
Allison clarified new additions and updates that the work group put forward as seen here: 
 



 
 
 
 

Motion – To approve the three due dates for Program Review, IPC 
meeting dates that are involved in Program Review, and the Program 
Review Timeline: M/S:  Lisa Palmer, Diana Tedone-Goldstone 
Discussion – none 
Abstentions – none 
Approval – approved unanimously 

 
 

4) Equity & Antiracism Leadership Work Group Proposal 
 
Alison Field and Alex Claxton presented on behalf of this item. Alison shared that the purpose of 
this is to share out a draft proposal for merging the equity and anti-racism work at the college. The 
following presentation was shared, and Alison noted that committee members will be able to share 
their feedback on the document now through April 21:  
 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
Jessica thanked Alison and Alex for their work. Jessica shared that for her, in terms of the visual, 
Option A shows that equity, inclusion, and anti-racism are a priority of the college, and this will 



represent what we do as an institution, and that because of this she appreciates Option A. James 
echoed Jessica’s sentiment that the equity and anti-racism work be front and center. James 
suggested that the committee focus on how to connect the dots operationally in terms of approval 
processes to ensure clarity. James shared that Option C appears to be more inclusive of the process, 
as the committees could vet their plans with the Equity and Anti-Racism Council in addition to IPC 
or SSPC before the plans are finalized in PBC for the final approval/recommendation, however, he 
also sees the reasoning for putting the Equity and Anti-Racism Council front and center and was 
unsure how to balance this. Lisa added that Option C centers equity and anti-racism, while Option A 
appears to create a hierarchy visually. Lisa added that Option C appears more integrative, where 
members of the task force can be part of the decisions that are being made rather than the decisions 
being made and then needing to be revisited to include alternate input. Susan agreed with Lisa and 
asked if these ideas are intended to be embedded in everything rather than have the process take a 
more hierarchal approach, which seems less efficient and integrated. Susan also asked for 
clarification regarding the senates’ interaction with the council on each of the options. Alison shared 
that the first draft of option A did not have a direct line from the senates to the President, and 
everything was modeled to go through EA PC. However, the committee was reminded that legally, 
the senates need to keep a direct line of communication to the President, so the idea is that in spirit, 
the integrative lens is present. Alex added that the EA PC would have representation from all of the 
senates and the members should report back to their respective senate, and the consideration is if 
there should be a direct line of communication expected moving forward from the senates to the EA 
PC. Sarah thanked Alison and Alex for their work. She shared that it would be awesome if there 
could be a way to connect the senates to EA PC. For Sarah, visually, Option C has EA PC in the 
heart of the planning process. James added that Option C seems most inclusive of college committee 
planning and the most dynamic. Rian added that Option C appears to present that all groups work 
together most effectively. Sarah added that Option C seems a bit better at integration with EA PC to 
ensure solid connections and collaborations. Diana added that she prefers Option C as well. Alex 
encouraged the committee to add comments to the document, which will then be reviewed to 
prepare for PBC.   
 

5) Current Draft of New Educational Master Plan (2022-2027) 
 
David Eck presented on behalf of this item. David shared the following link of the draft with the 
committee as seen here: Educational Master Plan 2022-2027 Draft 
 
David reviewed areas of the master plan that are in the process of being updated, including the 
college mission, vision, and values in addition to the draft of four college goals, and the strategic 
initiatives linked to each. David mentioned that for the body of IPC, Goal 1: Student Access, 
Success and Completion and the associated strategic initiatives will be important to review related 
to instruction. Additionally, in Goal 3: Equity Minded and Antiracist College Culture, the strategic 
initiatives focusing on learning environments will be appropriate for IPC members to review.  
 
David highlighted the section “Tri-Chairs Message” and reminded the committee that this document 
is not the operational handbook of the college, but rather focuses on the new initiatives that are 
attempting to improve upon current operations, and creating new operations. The list of goals and 
initiatives reflect the changes and improvements that we are trying to make. David added that 
feedback can be made directly on the document, and that the work group will be meeting next week 
to codify the feedback. This will also be shared at Flex Day to elicit feedback.  
 
Jessica asked if the mission statement has transitioned to one sentence. David clarified that this is 
the case in the current draft and that more of the narrative style has been shifted to the values 
section. David shared that after attending workshops, it was clear that a mission statement should be 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ass6_asibPBGOMruk3IF3vqpoFh8ZE3X/edit


something that can be committed to memory, and this is why the transition from a paragraph to a 
sentence was made. Jill suggested the following edit: Cañada College inspires life transformation 
and community engagement through quality education. David encouraged the committee to share 
feedback and ideas. David added if there are any substantial changes, it is doable, but he asked that 
those proposing larger changes plan to meet with him to review. Alex asked if David could give a 
quick review on the difference between a goal, a strategic initiative, and an activity. David 
mentioned that the three components are goal, strategy and tactic. He added that for goals, the basic 
idea is to describe a state of being that you want to achieve that is measurable, realistic, and equity 
minded among other things; it is the achievement that the institution wants to reach. Strategy is the 
broader focus that the college will undertake, and specific interventions reference the tactic level.  
 
David asked the committee to please review the document, especially Goals 1 and 3 to ensure it is 
not missing any important strategic initiatives related to instruction. David added that it was 
challenging to have faculty representation in the meetings, so he would appreciate the review to 
ensure all important information is incorporated.  
 

 
 

6) English Department: Banking of Pre-Transfer Courses (post-AB705) 
 
Lisa Palmer presented on behalf of this item. Lisa shared that AB 705 states that all students must 
be enrolled in transfer level English and Math by the end of their first year of college. In practice, 
this means that the college is dropping many pre-transfer level courses in English and Math. Across 
the district, the English departments have come up with solutions as there is a bit of a conundrum as 
AB 705 states that all students should be able to enroll in transfer level courses and the UCs state 
that English 100 should have a prerequisite that states the required English proficiency level of 
students taking the course. The English Department drafted the following which was shared with the 
committee:  
 

 
 
Lisa added that there are several hundred courses which state that recommended prep is a pre-
transfer level English course, which are no longer being taught, which is likely confusing to 



students. The English department will be meeting later this afternoon to discuss language options on 
CurricuNET.  
 
Lisa added that the Mathematics department is waiting to receive more guidance on CIDs, and will 
not be making changes as of yet. Lisa added that changing options on the drop down menus for 
courses in CurricuNET will occur once both Math and English decisions have been finalized. Susan 
added how complex this is as there are so many different pieces to be mindful of, and so many 
potential impacts in terms of student preparation and success. Susan elaborated on the potential 
challenges that could arise, and asked what other districts are doing regarding this shift and asked 
about the success rates of students in ENG 100. Lisa shared that she would have to review this 
information, and shared that there are potential efforts to push back on the legislation, however, Lisa 
personally would like to dedicate time to put forth effort into attempting to assist students who do 
not have the skills they need. Lisa shared research and insight regarding the motivation behind the 
decision making process. Lisa added that as far as what she has seen, other districts are responding 
similarly to our district departments. Alex shared that there are three programs of study that require 
English 100 but do not have English 105 as an alternate which poses a curricular problem. David 
Eck added that District Academic Senate is bringing the head of FAC to a meeting, and this 
representative is arguing that the push on acceleration has ulterior motives not having to do with 
educational success and secondly, the data cited by AB 1705, which is an extension of AB 705 is 
positive, however there is discussion that the data is insufficient and omits some crucial information. 
Lastly, David mentioned that the issue with UCs may improve after the AB 928 implementation 
plan, which will be drafted this May and will possibly make some adjustments to articulation 
agreements.  
 

7) Distance Education Modality Definitions & Guidance 
 
Sarah Harmon presented on behalf of this item. Sarah shared two documents with the committee:  
 
DE Modality Definitions  
 
Guidance  
 
Sarah explained that the DE Modality Definitions are the definitions that the District Academic 
Senate’s Standing Committee on Teaching and Learning established with district DEAC. 
Additionally, a guidance document that has been written with district DEAC has been established. 
These documents are being circulated regarding implementation. The Enrollment Services 
Committee at the district has been consulted regarding incorporating the definitions in banner. Sarah 
added that the State Chancellor’s Office still needs to supply some definitions, for example those for 
the words HyFlex and Hybrid. Sarah stated that each of the modalities will be coded in Banner in a 
specific way for proper tracking for scheduling and data collection purposes. Sarah added that the 
Guidance document is designed with faculty in mind and that another document regarding contact 
hours will be created in the future for deans, division assistants, and curriculum analysts to 
reference. Sarah added that the hope is to have the definitions be used in spring of 2023, however, 
veterans and international students pose challenges as they would not be allowed to take HyFlex 
courses because of restrictions on asynchronous/online courses, and the hope is that this is resolved 
at the federal level.   
 
 

8) Textbook Affordability Subcommittee Implementation Plan 
 
Sarah Harmon presented on behalf of this item. Sarah shared the following document with the 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1eSpZ0j77GNrkhygMwKE6kWrYWUC16iKdLoR8AVd9zKw/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1Xitw0roGngCMEsWDgcOOMSr3ICJiRoVtqaKRTnx7nn8/edit?usp=sharing


committee:  
 

OER/ZTC Implementation Plan January Draft 
 

Sarah shared that this is the same draft that was shared earlier, however, this shows tracked changes. 
Sarah thanked the committee for their comments and perspectives on the draft, and that some of the 
changes noted are a result of the comments received at spring plenary. Sarah stated that she wanted to 
highlight the comment that she frequently received about making sure the campus recognizes that there 
might be ways to purchase course materials for students. Sarah added that there is a sustainability 
question that needs to be considered, as the goal is to purchase items that are sustainable, which could 
include library subscriptions. Sarah added sections on grant funding in addition to a focus on 
sustainability.  
 
Jessica expressed her appreciation for this process and thanked Sarah for the role she had in leading this 
endeavor.  

 
9) Dual Enrollment Plan Update 

 
Mayra Arellano presented on behalf of this item. She shared the following presentation with the 
committee:  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://smccd-my.sharepoint.com/:w:/g/personal/harmons_smccd_edu/ESVzuWUpzbJCjYtrYRAme-IBiCV7-0965_sTk4M51V160w?e=5ny9ed


 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

 
Lisa Palmer stated that she would be interested in seeing research regarding financial and enrollment 
trends as well as student advantages. Mayra shared that the committee will be able to access the 
Implementation Plan PDF which has resources and research for reference. Mayra shared that dual 
enrollment courses are taught at the high school because the intent is to target students who are not 
college bound or students who do not have the ability to come to the college setting. Concurrent 
enrollment alternately provides the option for students who have access to come to campus. 
 
 
 
 
 

 



10) Good of the order 
-Jessica mentioned that at the next meeting, the group will likely have to vote on membership for 
next year, including the faculty co-chair position.  
-Joan thanked the committee for the experience of serving on IPC and mentioned that she will be 
cycling off at the end of the school year.  
 

11) Adjournment 
 

Motion – To adjourn the meeting: M/S: Joan Murphy, Alex Claxton  
Discussion – none 
Abstentions – none 
Approval – approved unanimously 
 

a) Meeting adjourned at 11:30 am. 
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