
Attendance  12/2/2019 minutes  

 

Peter Molnar  

Stepahnie Rosati  

Ernesto Heredia  

Maha Afra   

Nancy Corrales  (absent) 

Sarah Jones 

Joyce Peacock  

Margaret Mohr (Absent) 

Sujata Chiplunkar 

David Halahmy  
 Celeste Phelps  

Kathleen Reiland (absent) 

Eileen Haddad 
 
 
 
 
 

Kristina Oganesian 

Bryan Seiling 

 

Liana Koeppel 

 

Nicole Ledesma 

 

 

1.  
 

 

 

1 The committee set the meeting dates for the spring semester. 

They are as follows: All Monday 3-5  

Feb 10th 

Feb 24th 

March 2 

March 9th 

March 30 

April 13th 

May 4th  



 

2 The Educational master plan team from the district came to the meeting.  They 

were seeking guidance from the Program review committee perspective.    

Committee members made the following points: 

Budgeting process of the campus should come more directly through program 

review  

There needs to be better space utilization and equipment utilization updates 

across the campus 

That there are many concerns regarding guided pathways including lack of 

transparency regarding the recent grant, the specific objective to encourage 

students to take 15 units a semester   was of a major concern.  Also the concern 

that students are being discouraged to take courses for “lifelong learning” 

 

That there is too much of a “Silo” mentality on our campus when decisions are 

being made.  

Hotel, Restaurant, and Culinary arts would like to be relocated to Cypress College  

The committee wanted to underscore the “education” in the education master 

plan and they look at the campus master plan from 2016 and other past reports 

from the campus  

 

3.  The committee reviewed the two page summaries of the 11 departments that 

presented their program reviews.  All departments received in compliance expect 

for sociology and political science, which received an “in compliance, needs 

improvement”  

The issue that put the two departments in the needs improvement category was 

the low course SLO completion rates. 

The committee discussed the needs to have a standard for placing each 

department, and it was decided that since SLO were one of the major points that 

impacted our accreditation that extra emphasis needs to be made on that one 

specific issue. The committee would like to create a standard percentage that 



needs to be completed, but did not finish that discussion.   One point that was 

made is even once a specific standard is established there can be other 

circumstances that may impact the committees’ placement decisions.  For 

example, the number of courses that need to be assessed or a record of fulltime 

faculty making a full effort to get adjuncts to participate in SLO completions.    

In the case of the two departments that received “needs improvement” the issue 

was more of full time faculty members not participating.  

The committee did also agree that each of the departments that received “needs 

improvement” should be able to come back within two years to show progress 

made and have the “needs improvement” removed.  Bryan Seiling will inform 

each department that received that students from last year and this year of that 

opportunity.  

4.  Bryan Seiling was also asking for more feedback to the global issues that 

should be in the annual report.  Some issues that were already discussed were 

online success rates, honors program fill rates in the social sciences area, a more 

clear understanding of adjuncts role in completing SLO, the need for more 

department level budgeting to occur across the campus, theater use issues.   

5 The issue of looking at other forms of “Achievement gaps” was briefly 

mentioned and will need to be revisited in another semester.  Specifically about 

collecting data from students about the number of hours they work, students 

who identify as “procrastinators” or students wo are first generation college 

students.  That data is not collected on an institutional level and is not part of 

program review and may help faculty serve students.  


