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FOOTHILL COLLEGE 
Institutional Research and Planning 
 

DATE: June 21, 2017  
TO: Planning & Resource Council (PaRC) 
FROM:  Lisa Ly, Acting College Researcher  
RE: 2017 Governance Survey 
   
The purpose of the 2017 Governance Survey1 is to gather feedback on Foothill’s governance process. 
The survey covered the following topics: (1) familiarity and interest in learning more about the 
governance structure, (2) participation in committees and (3) experience with the planning and resource 
prioritization process as it is an area for governance participation. The survey was administered on June 
1 to 14, 2017. Marketing & Public Relations emailed the online survey link to all 2016-17 administrators, 
full-time and part-time faculty, professional staff and student representatives. A total of 93 respondents 
completed the survey. 
  
Survey Outline 

�x Survey respondent characteristics 
�x Governance structure 
�x 2016-17 committee participation 
�x 2016-17 planning and resource activities participation 

�ƒ Annual Program Review 
�ƒ Comprehensive Program Review 
�ƒ Student Learning Outcomes 

�x Foothill’s planning and resource  
�x Academic Senate 
�x Classified Senate 
�x 2016-17 Discussions Pertaining to Planning & Resource and Student Success 
�x 2017-18 Suggestions for Integrated Planning & Budget to consider 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 The survey was developed with input and review from the following people: Micaela Agyare, Rachelle Campbell, Anthony Cervantes, 
Elaine Kuo, Carolyn Holcroft, Andrew LaManque, Debbie Lee, Erin Ortiz, Justin Schultz and Karen Smith. 
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Survey Respondent Characteristics 
 
Current and Primary Role at Foothill 

�x 42% (39) full-time faculty 
�x 30% (28) professional staff 
�x 16% (15) part-time faculty 
�x 12% (11) administrators 
�x There were no student representative respondents. 

 

Figure 1 

 
 

Years of Service at Foothill 
�x The majority of the respondents are employed at Foothill for 11 or more years. 

�ƒ 38% (35) employed 11 or more years 
�ƒ 27% (25) employed 5 to 10 years 
�ƒ 16% (15) employed 3 to 4 years 
�ƒ 8% (7) employed 1 to 2 years 
�ƒ 12% (11) employed less than a year 

�x Administrators: most employed 5 to 10 years (55%) 
�x Professional staff: most employed 11 or more years (32%), followed by 3 to 4 years (29%)  
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Governance Structure 
 
Familiarity 

�x 72% (67) of respondents indicated 
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2016-17 Committee Participation 
Respondents were provided a list of some of the committees at Foothill, and they were asked to mark all 
the committee(s) they regularly participated in this academic year. Respondents could also fill in other 
committees not listed. 
 

�x Most respondents marked they did not participate in any committees (19%). 
�x The top 5 committees selected: 

�ƒ 10% (16) Curriculum Committee 
�ƒ 9% (14) Planning & Resource Council 
�ƒ 8% (12) Academic Senate 
�ƒ 7% (11) Student Equity Workgroup 
�ƒ 6% (9) Classified Senate 

 

Table 4: Regularly Participated in Committees by Employee Group 

 
 

�x While 24 respondents marked “other,” the committees specified had 1 to 5 respondents; and 
therefore are not included in the top 5 committees list. These “other” committees include: 

�ƒ Assessment Taskforce 
�ƒ Bachelor Degree Program 
�ƒ Behavioral Evaluation Strategies Team (BEST) 
�ƒ Committee on Online Learning (COOL) 
�ƒ Distance Education Advisory (DEAC) 
�ƒ Dual Enrollment 
�ƒ Graduation 

�ƒ Hiring 
�ƒ Integrated Planning & Budget (IP&B) 
�ƒ Scholarships 
�ƒ Student Learning Outcomes 
�ƒ Sustainability 
�ƒ Technology 
�ƒ 
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Annual Program Review Participation (N=48) 
 
Feedback/Dialogue 

�x 96% (46) reported they collaborated and/or received feedback from within their department. 
�x 60% (29) reported they received feedback from their Dean/Vice President. 
�x Of these 29 respondents, 83% (24) felt the feedback was useful. 
�x 59% (26) reported they have not yet received any updates about their resource request. 
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Table 7: Annual Program Review – Areas that has Improved 

 
 

�x Has Improved (individual responses) 
�ƒ Collaboration from colleague 

- I got collaboration.  
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Table 8: Annual Program Review – Areas that Still Need Improvements 

 
 
Annual Program Review (open-ended feedback) 
The survey solicited respondents to provide any feedback they wanted regarding the Annual Program 
Review. Individual responses can be found in Appendix section C. Some themes that derived from 
individual feedback include the following: 

�x The process has become meaningless, checkbox item; uncertain of the purpose 
�x More time (e.g. flex days, spring rather than fall quarter) 
�x Data assistance (e.g. access, interpretation) 
�x More communication/discussion 
�x Revise template 

 
Changes being Discussed/Implemented 
Respondents were asked to provide examples of changes being discussed or implemented as a result of 
the Annual Program Review. Individual responses can be found in Appendix section D. Some themes 
that derived from individual feedback include the following: 

�x Discussing goals and processes 
�x Managing resources/services and funding of resources 
�x Unsure of any changes 

 
How to Improve Student Equity Discussions 
Respondents were asked to provide examples of how student equity discussions could be improved in 
the Annual Program Review. Individual responses can be found in Appendix section E. Some themes that 
derived from individual feedback include the following: 

�x Defining student equity; examples of equitable practices 
�x Dedicating time for discussion 
�x Increasing discussions/collaboration across employee groups 
�x More detailed data analysis; identifying gaps and establishing plans to address them 
�x Unsure 

 
 
 
 
 

Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent
Receive preliminary trend analysis and interpretation of program data 3 14% 7 18% 16 17% 0 - 26 17%
Shorter program review document/template 3 14% 5 13% 15 16% 0 - 23 15%
Receive the data sooner 3 14% 4 10% 15 16% 0 - 22 14%
Additional time for completing the document 4 18% 4 10% 11 12% 0 - 19 12%
Clearer instructions regarding the program review document/template 0 0% 7 18% 12 13% 0 - 19 12%
More discussions/feedback at department and/or division levels 5 23% 5 13% 7 8% 0 - 17 11%
More feedback from Dean/Vice President 3 14% 5 13% 7 8% 0 - 15 10%
Additional data 1 5% 2 5% 5 5% 0 - 8 5%
Other 0 0% 1 3% 5 5% 0 - 6 4%
Less data 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 - 0 0%
Total 22 100% 40 100% 93 100% 0 - 155 100%

Administrator Professional Staff Full-time Faculty Part-time Faculty Total
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Comprehensive Program Review Participation (N=17) 
 
Feedback/Dialogue 

�x 82% (14) reported they collaborated and/or received feedback from within their department. 
�x 65% (11) reported they received feedback from their Dean/Vice President. 
�x Of these 11 respondents, 80% (8) felt the feedback was useful. 
�x 41% (7) reported they have received feedback from the Program Review Committee (PRC); 

another 41% (7) reported they have not.
�x 
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Table 9: Comprehensive Program Review Feedback/Dialogue (continued). 
Q: Have you received any updates regarding the resource request you made in your Comprehensive 
Program Review document? 

 
 
Areas that has Improved 
Respondents were asked which areas in the Comprehensive Program Review have improved. 
Respondents were asked to specify their response, and these individual responses are provided after 
table 10. 

�x 24% (4) felt the collaboration from colleagues within department/division has improved. 
�x 24% (4) felt the template directions or prompts have improved. 
�x 24% (4) felt none of the areas listed had improved; these respondents did not elaborate or 

provide further details. 
�x 18% (3) felt the data has improved. 
�x 18% (3) felt the feedback from Dean/Vice President has improved. 
�x No one selected time has improved. 
�x No one selected “other.” 

 

Table 10: Comprehensive Program Review – Areas that has Improved 

 
 

�x Has Improved (individual responses) 
�ƒ Collaborationm
[(IBody <ro)-2 4nb7cm cro
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How to Improve Student Equity Discussions 
Respondents were asked to provide examples of how student equity discussions could be improved in 
the Comprehensive Program Review. Individual responses can be found in Appendix section H. Some 
themes that derived from individual feedback include the following: 

�x Defining student equity 
�x Difficult to force discussions 
�x Unsure 
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Student Learning Outcomes Participation (N=34) 
 
Changes being Discussed/Implemented 
Respondents were asked to provide examples of changes being discussed or implemented as a result of 
student learning outcomes (SLO). Individual responses can be found in Appendix section I. Some themes 
that derived from individual feedback include the following: 

�x Updating SLOs; making adjustments to curriculum, pedagogy and grading 
�x Discussing student success rates 
�x Need to improve the SLO process, its discussion, its data tracking and SLO for student services 
�x No changes 

 
Ways to Link SLO Assessment Data to Program Objectives and Resource Request 
Respondents were asked what would help them link SLO assessment data to program objectives and 
resource request. Respondents could select more than one area. 

�x 28% (18) want clearer instruction in the program review template. 
�x 25% (16) want to integrate the program review resource request with the SLO data in TracDat. 
�x 23% (15) want to designate normal working hours to discuss SLO data in program review. 
�x 20% (13) want more training to effectively use SLO data to support resource requests. 
�x Among the 3 respondents who chose “other,” they specified the following: 

�ƒ More faculty buy-in of the SLO process. 
�ƒ S
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Foothill’s Planning and Resource 
Respondents were given 12 statements and asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed with each 
statement. 
 
Q: The college has a planning and resource model that undergoes continuous evaluation in order to 
promote student success. 

�x 68% of respondents agreed with this statement, 7% disagreed and 25% were unsure. 
�x The majority of each employee group (52% or higher) agreed with this statement. 

 

 
No response = 1 

 
Q: The college's planning and resource prioritization process is informed by data/evidence. 

�x 55% of respondents agreed with this statement, 10% disagreed and 35% were unsure. 
�x While the majority of administrators (45%), full-time faculty (64%) and part-time faculty (67%) 

agreed with this statement, most professional staff (59%) was unsure. 
 

 
No response = 1 

 
Q: The college's planning and resource model requires the documentation, assessment and reflection of 
its instructional and student support programs and services on a regular basis. 

�x 69% of respondents agreed with this statement, 3% disagreed and 27% were unsure. 
�x The majority of each employee group (59% or higher) agreed with this statement. 

 

 
No response = 2 

 
Q: The college makes planning and resource prioritization decisions based on whether students will gain 
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No response = 2 

 
Q: The college makes planning and resource prioritization decisions through a process that centers on 
student success. 

�x 51% of respondents agreed with this statement, 19% 
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Q: The college's planning and resource discussions and decisions are disseminated to constituents in a 
timely manner. 

�x 32% of respondents agreed with this statement, 30% disagreed and 38% were unsure. 
�x The majority of administrators disagreed (60%). 
�x The majority of professional staff was unsure (63%). 
�x Full-time faculty either agreed (38%) or disagreed (38%). 
�x Part-
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Q: 



 

  Foothill College Institutional Research | 19 



 

  Foothill College Institutional Research | 20 

Academic Senate 
Respondents were given 5 statements and asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed with each 
statement. 
 
Q: The academic senate actively participates in the shared governance process by making 
recommendations related to academic and professional matters (such as curriculum, standards 
regarding student preparation and success, planning and budget development processes, etc.). 

�x 65% of respondents agreed with this statement, 2% disagreed and 33% were unsure. 
�x Administrators as well as full- and part-
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Q: The academic senate facilitates timely communication between the senate and the academic 
divisions. 

�x 59% of respondents agreed with this statement, 2% disagreed and 39% were unsure. 
�x The majority of full-time faculty agreed with this statement (90%). 
�x The majority of administrators (56%) professional staff (79%) and part-time faculty (54%) were 

unsure. 
 

 
No response = 8 

 
Q: The academic senate facilitates timely communication between the senate and the De Anza faculty 
senate. 

�x 24% of respondents agreed with this statement, 27% disagreed and 73% were unsure. 
�x The majority of each employee group (58% or higher) were unsure. 

 

 
No response = 11 

 
Areas that has Improved 
Respondents were asked which areas in the Academic Senate process have improved. Individual 
responses can be found in Appendix section N. 

�x The majority of responses 37% (22) reveal that respondents do not feel the Academic Senate has 
improved. These respondents did not elaborate on their response. 

�x The areas that have improved include: 
�ƒ 33% (20) communication 
�ƒ 17% (10) participation 
�ƒ 13% (8) “other” (e.g. productive, leadership, unsure/did not specify) 

 

Table 15: Academic Senate – Areas that has Improved 
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Areas that Still Need Improvements 
Respondents were asked which areas in the Academic Senate process still need improvements. They 
were then asked to specify their response. Individual responses can be found in Appendix section O. 

�x 39% (17) communication 
�x 39% (17) participation 
�x 23% (10) other (e.g. all areas, unsure/did not specify) 

 

Table 16: Academic Senate – Areas that Still Need Improvements 

 
 
Academic Senate (open-ended feedback) 
Respondents were solicited to provide any other feedback about Academic Senate. Individual responses 
can be found in Appendix section P. Some themes that derived from individual feedback include: 

�x Praise 
�x Communication 
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Classified Senate 
Respondents were given 5 awareness statements and 2 agree/disagree statements. 
 
Q: Are you aware that Classified Senate is the professional staff’s government body? 

�x 85% of respondents are aware. 
�x The majority of each employee group (57% or higher) indicated they are aware. 

 

 
No response = 5 

 
Q: Are you aware that Classified Senate has a voting voice for professional staff in the governance 
process? 

�x 83% of respondents are aware. 
�x The majority of administrators, professional staff and full-time faculty (80% or higher) are aware. 
�x 50% of part-time faculty is aware. 

 

 
No response = 4 

 
Q: Are you aware that Classified Senate is contributing to the accreditation self-study? 

�x 75% of respondents are aware. 
�x The majority of each employee group (64% or higher) indicated they are aware. 

 

 
No response = 4 

 
Q: Are you aware that Classified Senate is working to increase professional development opportunities 
for professional staff? 

�x 74% of respondents are aware. 
�x The majority of each employee group (57% or higher) indicated they are aware. 

 

 
No response = 5 

 
 
 

HC Percent HC Percent HC Percent HC Percent HC Percent

Yes 9 90% 24 89% 34 92% 8 57% 75 85%
No 1 10% 3 11% 3 8% 6 43% 13 15%
Total 10 100% 27 100% 37 100% 14 100% 88 100%

Administrator Professional Staff Full-time Faculty Part-time Faculty Total

HC Percent HC Percent HC Percent HC Percent HC Percent

Yes 8 80% 25 93% 34 89% 7 50% 74 83%
No 2 20% 2 7% 4 11% 7 50% 15 17%
Total 10 100% 27 100% 38 100% 14 100% 89 100%

Administrator Professional Staff Full-time Faculty Part-time Faculty Total

HC Percent HC Percent HC Percent HC Percent HC Percent

Yes 7 70% 21 78% 30 79% 9 64% 67 75%
No 3 30% 6 22% 8 21% 5 36% 22 25%
Total 10 100% 27 100% 38 100% 14 100% 89 100%

Administrator Professional Staff Full-time Faculty
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Q: Are you aware that Classified Senate is working to provide onboarding for newly hired staff? 
�x 50% of respondents are aware. 
�x The majority of professional staff is aware (59%). 
�x 50% of administrators are aware. 
�x The majority of full-time faculty (51%) and part-time faculty (64%) are unaware. 

 

 
No response = 5 

 
Q: The classified senate facilitates timely communication between the senate and staff. 

�x 32% of respondents agreed with this statement, 7% disagreed and 61% were unsure. 
�x The majority of professional staff agreed with this statement (62%). 
�x The majority of administrators, full- and part-time faculty were unsure (60% or higher). 

 

 
No response = 5 

 
Q: The classified senate facilitates timely communication between the senate and the administration. 

�x 26% of respondents agreed with this statement, 5% disagreed and 69% were unsure. 
�x The majority of each employee group (50% or higher) indicated they were unsure. 
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2016-17 Discussions Pertaining to Planning & Resource and Student Success 
 
Non-Personnel Resource Request 

�x The majority of respondents were unsure of the order in which non-personnel requests gets 
reviewed at Foothill (49%). 
 

Table 17: Non-Personnel Requests – Order of Review 

 
 
New Online Data Tools 
 
Q: The Program Review Data Tool provides course outcomes for the past 4 academic years and data is 
disaggregated by student demographics. Did you know the Program Review Data Tool is available online 
via MyPortal for all faculty, staff and administrators to access at any time? 

�x The majority of respondents were not aware about the Program Review Tool (55%). 
�x Administrators (55%) and full-time faculty (54%) are more likely to be aware than professional 

staff (28%) and part-time faculty (46%). 
 

 
No response = 5 

 
Q: The Inquiry Data Tool provides course outcomes as recent as the last term (i.e. winter 2017 data is 
available now). The data is disaggregated by student characteristics and course characteristics (e.g. face-
to-face, online, vocational, degree, transfer). Did you know the Inquiry Tool is available online via 
MyPortal for all faculty, staff and administrators to access at any time? 

�x The majority of respondents were not aware about the Inquiry Data Tool (63%). 
�x Full-time faculty was just as likely to be aware (50%) as unaware (50%). 
�x Most administrators 
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Q: Did you know that the Inquiry Data Tool enables faculty to access their section-level data? 
�x The majority of respondents were not aware faculty could access their section-level data (68%). 

 

 
No response = 5 

 
Topics Discussed to Achieve Educational Master Plan (EMP) Goals 
Respondents were asked to select all the topics they heard being discussed to help achieve the EMP 
goals (i.e. equity, community and stewardship of resources). 
 

�x Top 5 areas selected topics: 
�ƒ 14% (63) increasing overall enrollment/FTES 
�ƒ 13% (58) improving student course success particularly for disproportionately impacted 

student populations 
�ƒ 12% (52) ensuring that Foothill achieves fully accredited status 
�ƒ 10% (44) increasing FTES at Sunnyvale Center 
�ƒ 10% (43) improving degree/certificate/transfer-related outcomes 

 

Table 18: 
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2017-18 Suggestions for 
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�x I think this should go back through OPC to rank. 
�x This still needs to become more data driven, rather than who has the loudest voice in the room. 
�x What criteria are used by the VP's and President to rank the faculty/staff requests? i.e., what are 

the metrics used? 
�x Consider holistic picture ~ no formula can be applied. 
�x Set criterion for approval of faculty positions. 
�x Small programs should not be penalized as they are now. 

 
Annual Program Review Template (individual responses) 
Some themes that derived from individual feedback centered on the need for a shorter and simplified 
template as well as assistance with data. 

�x Document should contain prior year's data and simply require updates, rather than essentially 
requiring faculty to reenter all data from prior years. 

�x From beginning to the end, not just the end. List all members of department. In case of Language 
Arts, all faculty, pt faculty, staff whether in Library or TLC. Give option for all to comment in 
program review/ or actively decline the opportunity. 

�x If the questions could be looked at for those department who don't have a lot of student contact 
if the questions could be rephrased to better fit to those departments. 

�x 
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�x Look at how to get better correlation between SLOs and Resource requests. Find way to do 
annual reviews as an addendum to the last comprehensive review to help departments align 
their improvements and processes over time. 

�x Make it shorter ~ some sections are redundant. 
�x Needs to be even more carefully distinguished from annual -- does it really have to be "every 3 

years"?  Why not every 5? 
�x Receive some data interpretation (i.e. tell faculty where gaps are), and greater emphasis on plans 

to respond to gaps. 
�x Short, do every 5 years. 

 
Program Review Process (individual responses) 
Responses centered on the need for adequate time to reflect on the process and to have meaningful 
dialogues. 

�x Be sure deep learning occurs. 
�x From the beginning to the end, not just the end. List all members of department. In case of 

Language Arts, all faculty, pt faculty, staff whether in Library or TLC. Give option for all to 
comment in program review/ or actively decline the opportunity. 

�x Simplify/clarify. 
�x Again not sure of end goal, other than to check up on departments, and use it to red flag 

departments that are doing poorly. 
�x Establish realistic timelines for template and data availability; schedule campus day for 

department discussions. 
�x Find way to introduce more dialogue into the process. 
�x See my earlier timeline comment (i.e. This is supposed to be a reflective process, but the quick 

fall timeline usually squeezes the thoughtfulness out.) 
�x Where to begin? 

 
Resource Prioritization Process (individual responses) 
Feedback centered on the need for transparency. 

�x Get more people involved in OPC. 
�x I'd like to see more communication about this. 
�x The process is a checking off process. It needs to be real and meaningful. 
�x Once again behind doors seems more influential than transparency. 
�x Transparent decision making process. 

 
Identify Metrics & Set Institutional Goals (individual responses) 

�x Need to accomplish this years first. 
�x Evidence and data. 

 
Institutional Standards/Minimum Levels of Achievement (individual responses) 

�x The college puts out a minimum standard but there should be discussion as to why it is. What 
does it mean for a student to succeed? 
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�x I would like to know more about the process while there is still time to be a part of and influence 
the process, not after the fact. 

�x I'd like to know more about how this process works. 
�x I feel as though decisions are made unilaterally by the Cabinet without taking into consideration 

faculty input/program review. 
 
Miscellaneous 

�x Keep striving for "positive presentation" (as noted in comments above). Thanks for the (many!) 
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Appendix 
 

A. 2016-17 Committee Participation  
 
Time “Very Worthwhile” 

�x Affords an opportunity for ACE representation in the decision making process.  
�x As the liaison between the college and the state for curriculum and programs, I have a lot of knowledge to 

offer the committee. 
�x Assessment Taskforce, COOL, and Curriculum committees are very well-organized and focused. The BSW 

focus seems too narrow in scope, and meetings sometimes focus on tasks that could be done 
asynchronously and remotely (e.g., editing flyers), but I appreciated when the BSW went from a twice 
monthly to once 
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Time “Somewhat Worthwhile” 
�x A majority of the items are Faculty related or are systemic issues that take a long time to address.  
�x At times I'm unsure about specific duties outside of meeting times. In BSW I've been particularly active in 

developing a few projects, and in Assessment, I've been on a smaller taskforce that was very productive, 
but as to the day-to-day or even weekly/monthly follow-up, my role becomes less clear, which leads me 
to take a back seat to other more active members. I have also been deeply involved in the development of 
the learning communities pathways and the push for a coordinator. Since I'm teaching in these 
communities, I've been pleased to participate, but as soon as the immediate request for information has 
passed, the usual duties of teaching, meetings, professional development, etc. take priority. 

�x Challenging to answer this question because I participated in so many committees, so have different 
experiences on each one. The comment that I can make in general to all of them is that I would like to see 
more leadership training for the chairs of 
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�x When first started at Foothill, I went straight into PARC without having any kind of prior knowledge. 
Because I was new, 
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�x Knowing about them. 
�x No knowledge of what committee does. 
�x Was unaware of the committees and when they meet. Didn't know that I could participate. 
�x New to the campus and teaching but want to become involved. 
�x Very new to FH, don't know where to begin. 

 

Disinterest in Participating 
�x Are you kidding. I have been at this college for 26 years and all along have had to fight my administrators 

for attending committees. Most right out just said "no" so, to compensate, I volunteered on my own time. 
One administrator always said that either it was not in my job duty or denied my request due to the 
"needs of the program"  From hiring committees, to PaRC, to simple workshops like retirement. Finally, 
there is no similar types of coverage compared to  our co-worker Faculty, which have meals and training 
provided while professional staff get none. No thank you. 

�x I just don't have faith that participation in a committee results in positive action. 
�x None. I'm just not interested. 

 
Miscellaneous 

�x I've participated in other years but decided to let some other folks to have a chance to participate. 
 
C. Annual Program Review: Open-ended Feedback 

�x Based on the experience in my department/division, I'm afraid the whole process has become rather 
meaningless. I think in general (there are definitely exceptions) people are motivated to complete this as 
quickly as possible, to check off that it's been done, and it gets put away until the next year when they're 
asked to do another one. I think the potential of this process is huge...but needs more much leadership.  

�x Frankly seems like more of an exercise to get homework completed than to actually reflect and improve.  
�x It doesn't show that we value the process when we are doing it in between helping students. We should 

be given a Flex Day to focus. 
�x Often feels like a busy work project. Budget requests are often not fully funded, or funded at all. It is not 

apparent that the program reviews are read that carefully or used effectively. 
�x This is supposed to be a reflective process, but the quick fall timeline usually squeezes the thoughtfulness 

out. 
�x Help with preliminary trend analysis and interpretation of program data would be invaluable in 

completing an Annual Program Review with results that can demonstrate where to make 
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were two in Spring Qtr alone; and one in each of the preceding quarters) designed to carry out 
training/staff development/community-building goals outlined in our annual program review.  

�x In a department meeting, our dean discussed our resource requests, then a few weeks later changed our 
resource request entirely. He then told our department he has asked for positions we did not even ask for 
in our program review. 

�x I actually can't say, as I haven't been updated on the results of the process. 
�x I do not feel as if the program review process makes changes in our program. We meet frequently and 

make changes during the year as necessary based on the information we have. The program review is 
more of a reflection of the year and not a catalyst of change. 

�x None. 
 
E. Annual Program Review: How to Improve Student Equity Discussions 

�x As a member of the English Department, the conversation frequently revolves around issues of equity. 
We take this mission seriously in almost all of our planning and considerations for resources and new 
programs or positions. Perhaps there could be drop down menus that clarify the types of equitable 
practices or assessments needed. 

�x If faculty do not understand the meaning behind equity how can they apply or answer questions in a 
program review. It would help to have a representative from the Equity committee to meet or give a 
presentation in our division meeting. We need examples on how to discuss equity concerns specifically in 
the arts. 

�x Ensure dean's feedback specifically includes comments re: equity analysis and goals. Set the standard 
expectation that not only will gaps be identified, but there will be a plan to address them with 
interventions for not just students, but pedagogy too. Use SEW and new PD coordinator to set faculty up 
for success in their planning. 

�x I think a facilitated discussion with questions from staff, faculty, and/or admins would help frame 
questions from a more objective, less "insider," perspective. I would also like to see increased 
participation by admins -- not as managers but as colleagues -- in the Program Review process. In very 
large depts such as English, it is difficult to "see the whole picture" because we operate almost one dozen 
sub-programs simultaneously (and few if any faculty members interact with all these sub-programs on a 
regular basis).  

�x I think providing an opportunity for increased discussions regarding SLOs which relate directly to the 
Program Review template would be helpful. We are trying to increase our collaboration with other 
departments. 

�x I think the key word here is "discussions" ~ I think there needs to be a dedicated day for departments to 
meet strictly for program review. A campus-wide day, not to be scheduled independently. Any discussion, 
whether student equity or other matter, needs real face-to-face time. 

�x Improve the collaborative process at the department & division levels in conversations about the program 
reviews...well before they're due and also AFTER they're due.  

�x Require more stakeholders at the table or require more department discussions/participation. 
�x This is an issue we're discussing right now. Currently, we do not target "targeted" groups so we are 

thinking if we should do that, and how. 
�x Require every staff member to participate in program review. As it is now, he treats it as totally optional 

participation process. 
�x Give extra priority to funding request that assist a large population of students, but also have 

accountability measures for the following years program review. 
�x Force departments to look at their own equity data. 
�x The data for allied health programs often seems incorrect. Our students are very diverse & the data 

doesn't capture this well. 
�x Disaggregation of data (student success, SLOs) is the only way for us to assess our progress (or lack 

thereof) toward our program goals of improving student success and closing achievement gaps. 
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�x More detailed analysis of gaps in success rates.. and understanding whether or not they have enough 
student data to be meaningful. Success rates with only 2 or 3 African American students simply cannot be 
adequately evaluated to look at trends or evaluate impact of certain initiatives. 

�x It's shoehorned into the document. Needs more thoughtful integration. 
�x Student equity needs to focus on support services and college readiness. The transfer 

departments can continue to collaborate with the TLC to provide support services to back-fill 
college readiness skills that incoming students are lacking. 

�x I do not think equity discussions can be improved through the review process. The data is there 
but the mindset has not shifted. It is still somehow someone else's responsibility.  

�x I think that Program Review actually detracts from the productive conversations about student 
success. It takes so much time to fill out tho
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�x At present, it appears that newer faculty members are in the process of understanding their duties in 
writing SLOs. They have continually asked part-
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�x In the past 7 years with our previous dean, I had to do all of the work on the program review. With our 
new dean, he encouraged all members to contribute to the Program review. He gave 
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�x We needed to change to a new model's guild. Our new dean was open to this change. The cost was half 
the cost. He has show his willingness to also attend all of the meetings for this change. We appreciate 
how open and helpful our new dean has been for our department. 

�x Don't know/Unsure (x5) 
 
L. Foothill’s Planning & Resource: Still Needs Improvement 
  
Still Needs Improvement: Communication 

�x Better document design; required pre-meetings with Admins prior to writing Review (not just after) 
�x I never heard of the VPs prioritization and what the outcomes were. 
�x Marketing??? Sorry, for years we have been told that the website will change for all departments to edit. 

Still waiting. 
�x More understanding of why information or input is needed. 
�x Most communication is vaguely stated in emails. I'd like to see more forums, where people can ask direct 

questions about the planning and resource process. 
�x Orientation for Classified Staff is non-existent, so new staff don't know about committees. New faculty go 
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M. Foothill’s Planning & Resource: Open-ended Feedback 
�x Can we just start with an updated version of staff directory, hard copy version. Also, could everyone be 
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�x Senate informs Thuy as needed and she shares with her administrators as needed. The Classified Senate 
has a similar list of meetings/expectations/ responsibility as Academic Senate with no support/back fill/ 
release/reassign time. Equity lacks there and they don't have the prep time the Academic Senate gets. 

�x To be truly in the spirit of equity, the Classified Senate should be given release time for their president 
and vice-president and/or secretary. In order to fully participate in the governance process, the classified 
senate needs release time the same as the Academic Senate. Why are we treated as two groups, without 
equity in participation? 

�x I feel that the Classified Senate members are doing an excellent job in keeping everyone informed and on 
board with what is happening in the college. 

�x This has been a high-functioning and professional partner in College Governance -- great leadership over 
the last few years!! 

�x I would like to know more abou


