
 

 

Minutes of the Educational Master Planning Committee 
Thursday, March 10, 2022 

 
Attendance:   Elizabeth Arteaga, Matthew Cotter, Cale Crammer, Lisa Dela Cusack, Jessica Gilbert (minutes), Erika Gutierrez, Haydeh Kaveh, Elaine Pham, Melissa Shirah,  
                          Barbara Sproat, Aaron Voelcker 
 
CC:                   Marilyn Flores  
 
Absent:           Nick Ho 
 

Santiago Canyon College 
Mission Statement 

 
Santiago Canyon College is an innovative learning community dedicated to intellectual and personal growth.  Our purpose is to foster student success and to help 
students achieve these core outcomes: to learn, to act, to communicate and to think critically.  We are committed to maintaining standards of excellence and 
providing the following to our diverse community: courses, certificates, and degrees that are accessible, applicable, and engaging. 

 

AGENDA ITEM DISCUSSION TASKS/FOLLOW UP 

1. Call to Order   

2. Welcome    

3. Approval of Minutes: The February 24, 2022 minutes were reviewed and a motion 
was made to approve. 

Erika moved that the 
February 24, 2022 minutes 
be approved. The motion 
was seconded by Elaine. 
The minutes were 
approved with two 
corrections. No objections 
were made. No members 
abstained. 
 

4. Announcements: Monday, we had our (Phi Theta Kappa) PTK Induction 
Ceremony where about 50 students showed up on campus 
for the in-person event. It was nice to see students back. The 
students were interested in joining other clubs.  

 



 

 

The campus is hosting a Plan D informational session to be 
held on Friday at 10:00 a.m. via Zoom for anyone interested 
in joining to learn about Plan D. 
 
Our campus had a successful Accreditation site visit. There 
were two open forums where students, faculty and staff 
could voice their opinions (both positive and negative). 
There was a large group interview on Monday. An exit report 
was conducted on Tuesday. The Accreditation visiting team 
recommended that SCC receive an accommodation for 
Collegial Governance. Next will be a mid-term report where 
progress made on the single improvement- QFE will be 
reported on. 
 

5. Reports from 
Governance 
Committees: 

Planning & Institutional Effectiveness (PIE) Committee:  
 
The committee met. We had two grants (RFA - Request for 
Authorization to Apply for a Grant) that came forward. One 
went through the long formal process. It was to renew our 
Project Rise Grant for non-credit. The committee voted to 
recommend that College Council approve the grant. It was 
approved by College Council.  
 
The second grant was for the Adult-Learner-Focused SEM 
Project. This was a small grant to cover mostly administrative 
costs. What comes with this grant is lots of resources, experts 
in the field, to help us develop our next Strategic 
Development Plan. 
 
We reviewed the Resource Request ranking timeline. 
 
We reviewed the goal recommendation that was brought 
forward from EMPC for feedback and discussion from PIE. 
Committee members will be taking the goals to other 

 



 

 

committees and bring feedback to PIE for further discussion. 
New goals will be what goes into the Program Review and 
should be ready by fall. 
 

Discussion Items:   
6. Program Review 

Summary reports: 
Themes in Program 

Review summary 
reports 

The committee reviewed the Program Review template. 
 
Note: when you export from eLumen to pdf the font sizes 
shift unnecessarily. 
 

Overview 
§ Department Organizational chart. Is this helpful to 

include? 
o Move to after the document has been 

completed. Maybe add as an addendum. 
Revisit necessity. 

§ Collaborators - Who worked on the document. No 
change. 

§ Award Programs - No change. 
§ Course Offerings: Unique Courses – Counting how 

many course offerings from the catalog. Would a list 
be better than having a count? Initially part of the 
legacy data set to see growth over time. 
 
We should look at who is this for? What is the value? 
Making sure those who are going through Program 
Review understand the relation. The discovery process 
is important to contextualize the data, making sure the 
metrics are associated with Program Review. 
 
We could add more clarifying language to each of 
the sections. When a program falls within a program 
this could be helpful. Maybe there is a need to do a 
shorter form for programs of a particular size that fall 

The committee has been 
asked to think about 
removing the Basic Skills 
related question from the 
Data Analysis section to 
consider what might be 
more relevant information. 
Also consider additional 
questions related to AB705. 
Are students really 
prepared for next level 
courses? 
 
Aaron will regenerate the 
Program Review template 
to see what the CSLO report 
looks like and to review 
PSLOs and program 
mapping. 
 
*Aaron to review recording 
at (1:52:18). 
 
The committee has been 
asked to take the 
Outcomes Assessment 
questions to their 
colleagues for additional 
feedback. We are asking 



 

 

within a larger program. This needs to be addressed in 
a future conversation. 
 

§ Student per Offered Section – Academic Senate has 
reached out to ask what is the best data to review for 
faculty position rankings to better align what we do 
with other processes of the college? We need to 
consistently use the same data across metrics. 
 
With all of this data embedded into Power BI, there 
may be better ways to present the data in a more 
dynamic table. Instead of asking for a number of 
courses, but course by section by enrollment would be 
what we need to know. This is not a capability within 
eLumen. Maybe we build Program Review reports so 
that an entity goes in, they filter for their discipline then 
save or publish to PowerPoint, pdf or what-have you 
then append that data rather than having it at the 
front of the document. There is definite structural work 
that needs to be done. 
 
If goals and objectives potentially move up, then you 
could have a section for data and data analysis. You 
could have a discovery data section after goals and 
objectives that leads into data analysis to give 
reflection to what the data means. Blend goals and 
values in the overview to be more like an executive 
summary. Now, here’s the data. Does it back up your 
intuitions? 

 
§ Faculty Workload Faculty Headcount – No change. 
§ Faculty Workload LHE per Faculty – No change. 
§ Faculty Workload FTEF (LHE/30) – This does not work for 

interdisciplinary classrooms where one instructor is 

these open-ended 
questions so that we can 
ensure that we are 
providing necessary 
evidence that Outcomes 
Assessment is driving 
planning. 



 

 

teaching multiple sections. Sections aren’t a 
component of the calculation. Non-credit is 
calculated differently. 

§ Faculty Workload FTES and Efficiency – Previously did 
not include non-residents. Should include both 
residents and non-residents for an accurate record of 
enrollment. Efficiency is FTES/FTEF: How many full-time 
students are served by one full-time equivalent 
faculty. 

 
Goals and Objectives 

§ Goals and Objectives – Is this informative? This is part 
of the Annual Plan. Departments identify any 
resources they might need which may not always be 
data driven. It is part of the bigger picture of planning.  
 
Embed the mission statement at the top of the 
document, then EMP goals after that and then what 
are your latest goals. These questions are more 
procedural but where is the substantive alignment? 
 
In keeping broader goals without including the target 
goals allows the department to determine and 
interpret how they fit. We could possibly go back to a 
prior format of listing the goals as a table format. 
 
Data Analysis 

§ Data Analysis 1 to 4 – Some of these questions are 
required for Institution Set-Standards and stretch goals 
to be reported to ACCJC annually for Accreditation 
purposes. If we dip below these minimum thresholds of 
a set-standard or stretch goal, that is our trigger to 
remediate or correct our performance. 



 

 

§ Question 2 (Basic Skills Courses) – may not be 
applicable. Only applies to Math, English, ESL or ACE. 

§ Question 3 (Retention Rate) – Is this necessary 
information? Yes.  

§ Question 4 (Retention Rate in Basic Skills)- Possibly 
remove and replace with “what is the impact of 
AB705”.  

§ Data Analysis 5 – number of degrees and certificates 
awarded by year. It would be good to view the 
student pathways relationship within each 
department in the data from start to finish. 
 

§ Data Analysis 6 to 13 - 
Question 6 (patterns, trends, etc.) we could probably 
expand this to more intentional questions to align with 
equity planning. What do we want out of this 
empirical quantitative data and the reflections that 
come after? What are the trends? Push analysis. 
Include disproportionate data for people to look at 
those numbers. 

§ Question 7 (Labor Market Data) – This may not be 
necessary now that we have a linkage to MC EMSI 
labor market data for curriculum.  Embed some of the 
data through MC Data. Requires some discovery. 

§ Question 8 (progress through basic skills) – Not 
recommended for non-credit programs. They are not 
recommending moving lower level classes to non-
credit. If we are not tracking class movement 
anymore, we may not need to report it. Only tracks 
Math and ESL (AB705).  

§ Question 9 (Student Survey) – more relational as a 
service component related to the department. 



 

 

§ Question 10 (program exit exams) – This could be 
tailored to licensure exam rates. If data is not 
available we can remove this. 

§ Question 11 (external license exams) – relates to 
question 9. This is required for Accreditation. Table for 
further discussion.  

§ Question 12 (former students’ post SCC exp.) – We 
don’t always have access to this information. Only 
Education and Pathways track information. 

§ Question 13 (data pertaining to instruction) – Is this if 
department changed modality or pedagogy? How 
you retrieved data? Leaves it open to interpretation. 
Needs review. 

 
§ Labor Market – This is where we can pull in Labor 

Market information through eLumen. 
 
Outcomes Assessment  

§ Course and Section Count – Redundant information 
 

§ CSLOs – This is used more for curriculum management. 
Will pull in all of the outcomes for each department. 
As we regain traction, these sections will be more 
valuable. 
 

§ PSLOs – This piece may not be as meaningful. Only a 
few programs participated in mapping their SLOs to 
PSLOs. 
 

§ Assessment of CLSOs and PSLOs – Questions 1-5 
This information is reported for Accreditation to tie our 
planning processes to Outcomes Assessment. This 
does not have to be these questions, there is room for 
improvement.  



Can we add ISLOs? We have not endeavored to map 
PSLOs to ISLOs. * This would be a critical piece. We 
address ISLOs through district research’s student 
satisfaction survey. They embed our ISLOs into the 
survey and students self-assess. It would be important 
to add ISLO related questions to this section. 

Using the words “specific examples” was to make it 
clear that we are using outcomes assessment data for 
planning purposes. This section could use some 
adjustments. 

Is it worth asking if their SLOs is something that your 
department came up with or are guided by a state 
bill or some other kind of standard connected? This 
could apply to Career Education. To be considered at 
our next meeting. 

7. Educational Master
Plan Goals:

Continue to discuss 
2022-2030 EMP 
Goals 

Tabled To be discussed at next 
meeting. 

8. Other
9. Adjournment 5:01 p.m. 

Spring 2022 
Semester 
Meetings 

• March 24
• April 14
• April 28
• May 12
• May 26


