
 
Minutes – PRC 

September 22, 2020 1:00-2:30pm 
Draft minutes (minutes taken jointly by Crystal Hilton and Johanna Anderson) 

Location: Zoom meeting - https://shastacollege-
edu.zoom.us/j/91845451874?pwd=SHBPRDNXSjlvbTltUFpVQTZpWVVZUT09 

 

1. Call to order – Stacey at 1:10 p.m. 
 

2. Members: 
X Stacey Bartlett X Rob McCandless  

  Chuck Spotts X Ioanna Iatridis 
X Nancy Skaggs X Crystal Hilton 
 

3. Guests: 
X Chad Buell X Johanna Anderson 
X Sara McCurry X Cathy Anderson 

 
4. Approval of the agenda – Ioanna moved to approve the agenda, and Crystal 

seconded. The agenda was approved unanimously. 
 
5. Introduction of guests – Sara McCurry and Chad Buell. Sara is an English faculty 

and an SLO Coordinator. Chad is a Research Technician and joins most PRC 
meetings. 
 

6. Review/Approve September 8, 2020 DRAFT minutes – The committee agreed to 
one change: the room number was removed and changed to the zoom meeting. 
Ioanna moved to approve minutes and Rob seconded. The motion passed.   

 
7. Discussion/action items: 

  
a. Review ideas from PRC members  

i. Crystal shared feedback from four faculty from the ACSS division. The 
perspective is that program review is getting better, but it is still not 
liked by faculty. They are unclear on timelines and open to/excited 
about the technical check (yet worried who would staff it). 

ii. Ioanna shared perspectives from the Health Sciences division. She 
reports that her faculty have similar concerns to those in ACSS - is it 
meaningful? Where does it go? It is perceived as one more report to 
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them with little meaning. For CTE courses, reviews are provided to 
accrediting bodies and then PR feels like an extra hoop. 

iii. Rob shared that counselors have not been involved historically. 
iv. Nancy shared some personal thoughts and models from other 

colleges, and found some things she had not expected. 
v. Chuck – n/a 

 
b. Ideas from Foothill College research (attachment) 

i. Reviewed Sierra College https://www.sierracollege.edu/planning-
governance/program-review.php 
Best practices shared from Stacey. Sierra College uses a more 
collaborative process and includes part- and full-time instructors, 
administrators, and students. Shasta’s typical process is done by one 
person and is not inclusive. Sierra College reviews on a 1 or 3 year 
cycle and utilizes an easy word document, which Stacey shared. 

 
ii. Review Bakersfield College 

https://committees.kccd.edu/bc/committee/programreview 
Stacey shared examples from Bakersfield College including the roles, 
purposes, and goals. 
Shasta College’s current method is not aligned with 10 plus 1. Stacey 
encouraged members to review both the examples she provided.   

 
 

c. Re-imagining the PRC structure—it needs to be more discussion and more 
campus-wide involvement 
• Cathy shared that she thinks that two processes/outcomes (Program 

Review and Program Discontinuance) should be separated, and PRC 
should be more celebratory. It benefits faculty to feel more part of a 
community.Cathy made clear that this is her opinion as a faculty member, 
not Senate President.  

• Stacey shared the ACCJC criteria. She agreed that there is a lack of 
“celebration.”  

• Rob relayed that he likes the idea of a shirt or some kind of indicators that 
identify committee members and that being on the committee is a source 
of pride. Or, perhaps periodical emails to share kudos in some way. 

• Stacey shared that some schools post in Canvas shells and that 
individual departments have multiple checks and peer-reviews before it 
goes to the committee.  

• Sara stated that similar problems exist with the SLO committee, namely 
that faculty are spread too thin and that there are perception issues 
amongst many faculty. How to create something that doesn’t exist, and 
share it with faculty and other stakeholders without making them feel 
threatened? And now, with the pandemic, the SLO committee is trying to 
rebuild again. Stepping further back, one issue is how new faculty are on-
boarded. How does the PRC do it? 
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• Stacey said that onboarding should occur at the departmental level, and 
shares Butte as an example again in which program review was a “get 
to,” not a “have to.”   

• Crystal relayed that the difference is on a macro level. At department 
meetings at Butte, for example, adjuncts are invited to participate, they 
are paid and fed and just enjoy being involved.  

• Conclusion  Let’s get celebratory! 
• Nancy shared that as a new member it’s interesting to hear about 

program review from this perspective. She had thought of it as an 
opportunity to brag about their program. She plans to add student voices 
to her review next time. 

• Rob added that he thinks it’s a great idea to add counselors, especially 
now that the use a division-specific model. It would add a more 
collaborative feel and he thinks there would easily be buy-in from the 
counselors. 

• Stacey shared the Woodland College process. The department writes it, 
someone else reviews it for the technical components (the document is 
cleaned up, ensures that all fields are filled in), and only then does it see 
the light of the day. With Guided Pathways, the focus is likely to shift 
away from Curriculum and onto Programs.  

• Cathy suggested that something to consider is where does the PRC live? 
Who does it report to? Who reports to it? Why isn’t the PRC part of the 
Academic Senate? 

• Stacey added that more faculty stakeholders are needed in the design of 
the process but has concerns about faculty burn-out. In terms of 
discontinuance, there needs to be more dialogue. With so many already 
serving on committees, online pandemic teaching, etc … will there be 
resistance even in just extending an invitation? 

• Sara has parallel questions with the SLO committee. It’s a matter of 
picking your battles this year. Another question: How do we know 10+1 is 
distributed equally among faculty?  

• Cathy provided some history of the PRC/Academic Senate. The Senate 
did the reviews at one point but no one actually read them. They were in 
binders up on a bookshelf and it was in response to accreditation 
standards that the Senate reviewed the 10+1. The Senate’s only role is to 
approve the process, but agrees that it’s probably a very good time to 
rethink the whole process. It was set up as a reaction to an unmet 
standard and it was seen as a punitive committee. Now, there is a 
chance that it could be seen as a positive.  

• Stacey feels that program discontinuance should be a very formal 
process and occur only under very dire straits, and it should be viewed 
under a different lens than program review. Perhaps discontinuance 
should not be solely under the purview of the PRC, but somehow be 
married with administration. Additionally, perhaps there is a need for an 
input forum, a means to invite faculty to become “panelists” and provide 
guidance for how to get from Pt A to Pt B… 



• Homework: Please dive deep into the reading of best practice (sent via 
email immediately following meeting). Review the processes and the 
committee memberships of the colleges listed before we reconvene on 
Oct 6. Feel free to contact your discipline chairs and invite them to a 
meeting with the goal of creating more dialogue, more inclusivity.  
 

 
i. Program Review and Assessment article from SLO committee  

Eggleston, T. (2020, July). Program review and assessment for continuous 
improvement: Asking the right questions. (Occasional Paper No. 48). Urbana, 
IL: University of Illinois 
and Indiana University, National Institute for Learning Outcomes Assessment. 
 
8. Other?  
 
9. Meeting dates fall 2020—Tuesday’s as follows:  

• 10.06.2020 Complete PC 4021, Bylaws, and strategic planning  
a. Academic Senate meeting goal 10.12.2020 
b. Curriculum Committee goal 10.19.2020 
c. College Council goal 10.20.2020 

• 10.20.2020 
• 11.03.2020 
• 11.17.2020 
• 12.01.2020 

  
10. Parking lot:   

 
 


