
                                                             
 

INSTRUCTIONAL PLANNING 
COUNCIL 

 
MEETING MINUTES OF 

February 3 2023 
9:30-11:30am, Zoom 

 
Members Present: Jessica Kaven, Chris Burns, Candice Nance, Chloe Knott, Sarah Cortez, 
Alison Field, Erik Gaspar,  Alex Claxton, Lisa Palmer, Jill Sumstad, Natalie Melgar, James 
Carranza, Chialin Hsieh, Susan Mahoney, Jose Manzo 
Members Absent: Allison Hughes, Karen Engel 
Guests: Hannah-Joy Haw, Ameer Thompson, Alessandro Riva, David Eck, Diana Tedone-
Goldstone, Natalie Alizaga, Gampi Shankar 
  

 

1) Adoption and Approval of Agenda 

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

2) Approval of Meeting Minutes (December 2, 2022) 

Motion – To approve meeting minutes of November 4, 2022: M/S: 
Alex Claxton, Chris Burns                                                                   
Discussion – none 
Abstentions – Jose Manzo and Susan Mahoney (absent from 12/2 
meeting) 
Approval – approved  

 
 

3) Marketing Virtual Degrees/Certificates 
 
Chialin Hsieh reminded the committee that in the fall, the Office of Instruction brought the 
topic of Program Completability to IPC:  
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 



 

 
 
Chialin noted that the Office of Instruction worked closely with PRIE and Marketing to 
ensure the information provided is accurate, and to ensure this recent information was 
placed on the website. Chialin shared that she has invited Hannah-Joy Haw and Alessandro 
Riva from Marketing to share how they have updated the website to include this 
information and to seek feedback on this project from the committee.  
 
Hannah-Joy and Alessandro presented the following on behalf of marketing: 
 



 
 
Alessandro and Hannah-Joy walked the committee through the updates that were made on 
the website and how to find the newly updated pages: 
https://www.canadacollege.edu/degrees/  
https://canadacollege.edu/degrees/online-programs.php 
https://canadacollege.edu/academics/  
 
Alex Claxton noted that the “Associate Degrees in Arts and Science” section appeared 
misleading and suggested this be changed to “Associate Degrees” so students would 
understand this included degrees not limited to art or science.  
 
Jessica Kaven thanked Chialin, Alessandro, and Hannah-Joy for taking their feedback and 
implementing it. Jessica added that personally, she would like to see a reduction in clicks to 
get to certain information, noting that highlighting the information on the main page could 
be helpful eventually. Jessica noted that finding a way to highlight the “Fully Online 
Degrees and Certificates” seemed necessary as this is important information prospective 
students may be seeking when learning about an institution and deciding if the offerings are 
in alignment with their educational goals. Alessandro noted that they are working to locate 
a place on the homepage where this can live. Alessandro added that the page can be found 
through the A-Z index and through the search bar, but this would only be useful when the 
user knows what they are seeking and specifically is able to search those terms, which is 
often not the case for prospective students. Lisa provided feedback regarding clarifying for 
students the language between completing a degree by taking courses offered by Cañada 
online and receiving an online degree, as there may be confusion. Susan Mahoney agreed 
with Jessica regarding the number of clicks it takes to reach the Fully Online Degrees and 
Certificates section, and suggested it be placed on the main Academics page. Candice 
Nance noted that it would be great to have a video promoting online pathways, sharing that 
both text and visual information would reach more people.  

https://www.canadacollege.edu/degrees/
https://canadacollege.edu/degrees/online-programs.php
https://canadacollege.edu/academics/


 
 
Hannah-Joy noted that an asterisk has been added to interest area sheets to show which 
programs/certificates can be completed online.  
 



 
 

 
 
A link to the Instructional Program Sheets can be found here:  
 
https://canadacollege.edu/marketing/docs/cc_programs_22-23.pdf 
 
Chialin added that this work is continuous, that PRIE, Marketing, and the deans will consistently be 
working with one another to ensure the information is accurate and up to date as changes are made. 
Chialin noted that this is the first phase. Hannah-Joy noted that this is on the website but not yet in 
the catalog, sharing that the information needs to be completely accurate before being considered 
for addition to the catalog, and this can be something which can be discussed in the future. Candice 

https://canadacollege.edu/marketing/docs/cc_programs_22-23.pdf


shared her perspective that when considering an integrated campaign, online degrees should be 
incorporated in every document we have. Candice suggested including language in the catalog that 
states “please refer to our website for information regarding online degrees/certificates,” etc.  
 

4) New Faculty Position Proposal Application Workgroup 
• Draft Proposal 

 
Diana Tedone-Goldstone presented on behalf of this item. She shared a Googledoc with 
the committee of a draft of the New Faculty Position Proposal. 
 

 

 



 
 

 
 
Diana walked the committee through the document. She noted that in creating this 
document, the team looked at the criteria the President uses when deciding which 
positions move forward for approval, and incorporated that.  
 
Jessica asked the committee to share their feedback, thoughts, and observations. Under 



the Instructional section, James suggested stating the average for fall and spring 
semesters as opposed to the yearly average. Erik asked who has the expectation to 
complete the form and where it fits in terms of the timeline. Diana shared that it is the 
same process as is in place currently—whomever is completing the Program Review for 
annual update would complete the form. Diana noted that this is replacing a current 
form, so there are no other deadlines that will be added by introducing this form. Alex 
noted that FTEF can be added to packets for Program Review, and can be generated by 
PRIE as needed. He stressed that PRIE is happy to work with faculty to ensure this 
process is as easy as possible. Chialin commended Alex and Diana for their 
contributions. Jessica clarified that this will move forward to Academic Senate to seek 
further feedback and ultimately approval.  
 

5) IPC Feedback on Instructional Program Review Process 
 
Jessica reminded the committee that Program Review is under faculty purview, and 
Academic Senate has tasked IPC with being the reviewing body for the Program Review 
narratives. This was completed last fall, and part of the process is to consider and review 
how the cycle went, including any feedback the group has for future cycles. This feedback 
will be shared with Academic Senate. The group discussed the following submitted 
feedback: 

 
 

• Suggestion: Program Review authors complete the rubric for reviewers as a guide/self-
evaluation 

• Suggestion: make the rubric a working (i.e. collaborative, like a Google doc.) document 
• More direction for question #5A 

o Maybe more direction to the authors to copy and paste the feedback and provide 
the responses to all recommendations received from the last review.  

• 7A & 7B seems a bit redundant and obfuscated; what is the difference between the two 
questions? This needs to be clarified. We “guess” that the difference is: 

o 7A = What are the trends? 
o 7B = Why are these trends occurring? 

• It was great to have the program lead present during the review process. I was able to 
put a face to the name 

• If a Program Review is being done by a department that only has adjunct lecturers, an 
IPC representative should be assigned to aid the adjunct in completing the form. [Should 
this be an IPC rep or the academic dean?] 

• In this review process, only someone having access to Nuventive could access this 
section (Last Qsn. #11)…..As for question #11 related to goals, we currently do not 
“check” if any were submitted (it’s part of “step 2” of the process). Do we want to do that 
or are we okay with just asking question 5B (“provide a summary of the progress you 
have made on the program goals identified in your last Program Review”) and assume 
goals were inputted.  

• Expanding and learning more about SLO/PLO assessment.   
• Can we assigned an IPC “coach” for all adjunct faculty who are completing Program 

Review 
o Perhaps a “buddy” system for all authors would helpful 

• Suggested word limits for each question 



• This process was much more meaningful in a number of ways than last time Program 
Review was done. First, the interactive format with colleagues allowed me to answer 
questions as an author and to have a dialog about what had been written. In the past, 
Program Review was a stream of information given in one direction, with colleagues 
listening to what they most likely had probably already read. The time was much better 
spent, and I understood comments given by the evaluators better. The second thing that 
felt more meaningful was having a division meeting in which those who could answer 
questions were all present, from the VP to IT support. I was able to write my Program 
Review ahead of time, then attend this meeting to have questions quickly answered. 
Those who had not started the process could collaborate with colleagues, so all with 
different approaches to this process could have their needs met.  

• Small departments, especially departments that rely heavily on adjuncts, need more 
training on how to create and provide their information and feedback. Several of the 
Sections and Standards are vague in their needs or how they overlap, which is 
confusing the first time a person tries to fill it out and provide info. In the Paralegal review 
we found that several sections were missing vital info through no fault of the program but 
instead due to not having enough mentorship or training in the form of Program Review. 

• It would benefit writers to have a clearer definition of “access” in the equity sections of 
Program Review. 

• Reviewers could not access the program goals in the exported document for question 
#11 without someone who could log in and access the program in Nuventive. 

• Writers could use more mentoring when analyzing quantitative data.  
• Writers would benefit from an exemplary write up of quantitative data online. 
• The Program Review meeting should be held on a date when the VPI is present at the 

meeting. 
• This process is less advantageous for new programs. It seems like it would be good to 

not review a program that hasn’t existed for at least 3 years. Can we create a 
shorter/streamlined form for newer programs? 

• Authors still struggled with the data packets. Can we better align them with the 
questions, especially for those up for comprehensive review?  

• Would like programs to focus on goals. Some didn’t have stated goals and may not set 
goals again during the current cycle. Missing plans/action plans (how they plan to 
achieve the goals) 

• I thought the process was well-organized, and actually a pleasure to participate in (as 
much as these things can be “pleasurable”) 

• Some were in depth with lots of information, others were minimal in their approach. Can 
we provide guidelines or gentle suggestions (e.g., suggest 3 goals for 3 years). Can we 
share examples or best practices?  

• Can reviewers work asynchronously? 
• Want more support across the campus with regard to reviewing Program Reviews. Can 

coordinators attend?  
• We need to think about working outside of the box. Can presentations be part of flex 

day? Can we have a program improvement/innovation fund to award programs? 
 
Jessica shared that the above will be shown to Academic Senate for their feedback and 
potential action. David Eck noted that the practice for Academic Senate is that any changes 
to the Program Review process should be submitted before spring break when considering 
what may be modified for next cycle.  
 

6) Program Review Workgroup Update (workgroup of PBC) 



Susan Mahoney presented on behalf of the Program Review Workgroup:  
 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 
 
Susan sought feedback on the joint IPC/SSPC Peer Review Sessions, the dates posed above, 
and how to encourage additional participation in Program Review in addition to any other 
feedback committee members wished to share. Jessica thanked Susan for her participation 
in this workgroup, noting that it is a significant amount of work. Erik noted that his 
feedback is that the campus processes address not only the more traditional sets of 
programs, but also the programs that have specific or unconventional needs. Alison noted 
that she felt bringing people together is an excellent idea. She also considered how the 
newly forming Equity and Antiracism Planning Council may fit into this vision. Alison 
shared that she is available to work with Susan to learn more about the workgroup and how 
she can provide support and be further involved. 
 



Jessica noted that from a logistics perspective, the dates are somewhat problematic. The 
joint proposed times, for example, are during IPC’s meeting time but this does not honor 
SSPC, which meets on a totally different day. In addition, the November dates are tricky 
because of holidays and in December, reassigned time occurs, so this would be a conflict. 
Additionally, next year, 15 instructional Program Reviews will be on cycle for 
comprehensive Program Reviews with different rubrics, in addition to some programs that 
are in mid-cycle. Outreach has improved, but attendance could still be much better. Lisa 
Palmer noted that she was disappointed because the attendance from Curriculum 
Committee members was not as significant as she had hoped. Chialin commended those 
who have worked behind the scenes to make all of this happen. James Carranza stated that 
from his perspective, anyone who has reassigned time and is in coordinator or faculty 
leadership role or who is serving in a capacity as a faculty representative to a committee 
should be expected at Program Review. In addition, every administrator should be present. 
David Eck noted that this would need to be in the description of the coordinator roles in 
order to set this as an expectation. Susan posed the idea of asynchronous reviewers to 
Program Reviews. Lisa shared that she agrees with this idea and suggested that the group 
has the option to pilot something like this to see how effective it may be.  
 
 

7) Enrollment Management Operational Plan 
• Planning Process 
• Feedback on Draft of Operational Plan 

 
Chialin presented on behalf of this item. She shared the feedback PBC (in red below) 
had for the SEM Operational Plan Planning Process from 2/1/2023. Chialin outlined the 
timeline: 
 

Proposed Strategic Enrollment Management 
Operational Plan 

Planning Process (2023-2025)  
11.14.2022 (revision 1.31.2023) PBC Feedback (2.1.2023) 

This document specifies the process for developing a revised and updated Strategic Enrollment 
Management Operational Plan 2023-2025 for Cañada College:  responsible parties, timeline, and 
expectations for a revised/updated plan.   
Planning Team Roles and Responsibilities 
Strategic Enrollment Management Operational Plan Work Group:  

Responsibility: draft the new Plan based on the Educational Master Plan and Strategic 
Enrollment Management Plan, using the PBC approved plan template. Solicit and 
incorporate feedback from college participatory governance groups.  The Work Group 
reports planning progress to PBC. 
 

https://canadacollege.edu/emp/Can-EMP-2022-Final.pdf
https://canadacollege.edu/plans/Amended%20SEM%20Plan%20Adopted%20by%20PBC%20on%20April%2029%202020.docx
https://canadacollege.edu/plans/Amended%20SEM%20Plan%20Adopted%20by%20PBC%20on%20April%2029%202020.docx
https://canadacollege.edu/planningbudgetingcouncil/College%20Plan%20Guidelines%20v5.docx


Work Group Cabinet Sub-Committee Membership: (Deans and VPs) 
a. Co-Chairs:  Chialin Hsieh, Interim VPI and Manuel Perez, VPSS 
b. Instructional Deans: James Carranza, Ameer Thompson, Hyla Lacefield, Kat 

Sullivan-Torrez, and David Reed 
c. Student Services Deans: Max Hartman and Wissem Bennani 
d. PRIE Dean: Karen Engel 

Planning Timeline (2022-23) 
a. November:  

i. Work Group Cabinet Sub-Committee reviewed the planning process 
(11/14)  

ii. VPI and VPSS informed IPC (11/18) and SSPC (11/18 or 11/21) on the 
planning process 

iii. Work Group Cabinet Sub-Committee reviewed progress on Strategic 
Enrollment Plan (SEM) 2020-2023 (11/28). 

b. December:  
c. January:  

i. PRIE assisted in updating outcomes of the matrix outlined in SEM 2020-
2023 (Appendix).  

ii. PRIE assisted in updating the alignment between EMP 2022-2027 and 
SEM 2020-2023  

iii. Work Group Cabinet Sub-Committee worked on the development of the 
operational plan.  

d. February: 
i. Work Group Cabinet Sub-Committee shares the process and timeline to 

PBC (2/1)  
ii. Work Group Cabinet Sub-Committee shares 1st draft Strategic Enrollment 

Management Operational Plan Objectives, Actions, Responsible Parties to 
IPC (2/8 email), SSPC (2/8), and PBC (update progress/information 2/15).  

iii. Feedback is due on 2/21.  
iv. Work Group Cabinet Sub-Committee reviews feedback on 2/27. 

e. March:  
i. Work Group Cabinet Sub-Committee shares 2nd draft to IPC (3/3), SSPC 

(3/8), Academic Senate (3/9), Classified Senate (3/9), Student Senate 
(3/9), Equity & Antiracism Planning Council, and PBC (update 
progress/information 3/15) 

ii. Feedback is due on 3/24 
iii. Work Group Cabinet Sub-Committee reviews feedback on 3/27 

f. April:    
i. 3rd final draft to PBC (1st read—4/5; 2nd read—4/19; if needed 5/3) 



 
 
 

 
 
 

 
a. Anti-Racism Committee 
b. Original plan to compare 
c. Visit other colleges’ plans 

 
Chialin projected the SEM Operational Plan 2023-2025 and highlighted areas of focus for 
the committee. Chialin added that she and the VPSS are working to incorporate dean 
feedback and will provide a new draft in the coming days. Chialin and Jessica highlighted 
the importance of goals being aligned in IPC, the VPI Office, Academic Senate, and the 
EMP.  

 
 

8) Good of the order 
 
-Lisa shared that in her position as Curriculum Chair, she recently sent an email about 
courses that are on the books in divisions/departments that have not been offered in years. 
The District Curriculum Committee is working on an inactivation process where those 
courses will not show up in Banner so that students are not confused about what they might 
be able to take. This is a good opportunity for departments to look at their courses and have 
important discussions. There is a deadline of the February 27 District Curriculum 
Committee meeting for faculty to justify the keeping of courses or the banking of courses.  
-Alison asked the committee to review the updated proposal for the college mural and 
provide their feedback.  
-Chialin shared that at future meetings, she would like to discuss, along with the deans, 
course scheduling in addition to enrollment strategies and course success.  
-Jessica reminded committee members that anyone can propose agenda items for IPC.  

Office of Student 
Services SSPC

Office of 
Instruction IPC Academic 

Senate 

Student 
Senate 

Classified 
Senate 

PBC 
VPI & 
VPSS 

VPI & 
VPSS Cabinet 

Equity & 
Antiracism 

Planning Council 



-Jessica reminded the committee of the upcoming important date: 
March 17th (9:30am-11:30pm): Program Review Presentations (6-year cycle) 

o Joint meeting with IPC and Curriculum Committee 
o Presenting Programs: Accounting & Business, Career Courses, Computer Business 

Office Technology (CBOT), & Paralegal 
 

 
9) Adjournment  

Motion – To adjourn the meeting: M/S: Lisa Palmer, Alex Claxton 
Discussion – none 
Abstentions – none 
Approval – approved unanimously 
 
a) Meeting adjourned at 11:18 pm. 
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