Telecommunications and Technology Advisory Committee
Meeting
Friday March 24, 2017
Zoom Online Meeting

TTAC Members Present: Bill Scroggins, Gregg Atkins, Jannett Jackson,
John Freitas, Kevin McElroy, Kevin Palkki (who will substitute for Robert Coutts
at the retreat), Laurie Vasquez, Lorraine Slattery-Farrell, Patricia Smith (proxy for
Dr. Jose Fierro), Paul Bishop, Robert Coutts, Tim Kyllingstad, and Wendy Bass.

Chancellor’s Office and Staff: Theresa Tena, Gary Bird, Tim Calhoon,
Daniel Kaufman, Joseph Quintana, Lou Delzompo, Russell Grant, Bryan Miller,
Erin Larsen (representing LeBaron Woodyard), and Caryn Albrecht.

Welcome and Introductions:

Theresa called the meeting to order at 10:00 am, welcomed everyone, and had
attendees introduce themselves.

Minutes:

A few edits to the minutes for the January 23, 2017 meeting minutes were made
by Tim Kyllingstad and John Freitas. Paul Bishop moved to approve the minutes
as amended and Jannett Jackson seconded the motion. The minutes were
approved.

Document Review:

There was a preliminary read on the TTAC Charter and governance document to
have a cleaned up version ready for final review at the annual TTAC retreat.

Gary reviewed edits and changes suggested for the TTAC Charter with the
committee page by page. On the second page, (item iv.) the group agreed to add
“‘project” to “intersegmental governance” making it “intersegmental project
governance.” The committee discussed the relationship between the
System-wide Architecture Committee (SAC) and Distance Education and
Educational Technology Advisory Committee (DEETAC) as committees of TTAC.
SAC’s Charter makes reference TTAC as a body it reports to. Erin Larsen
explained that DEETAC was established by a Board of Governors standing
order, as a committee of TTAC, meeting three to four times a year.

The Chancellor's Office wanted to mirror language between the DEETAC and
TTAC Charters. It is also important to look at the representative composition of
the committees. There has been a proliferation of committees in the Chancellor’s
Office and there is a desire to have more integration across them. It isn’t
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completely clear yet how everything will unfold with the arrival of the new
Chancellor and the strategic visioning activity being set in motion. For now it
makes sense to just mirror the language and make further revisions as needed in
the future.

The Board of Governor standing order 409 makes it clear that DEETAC works
collaboratively with TTAC and what is now called 5C. TTAC members agreed to
spell out that standing order in the Charter and to update the new committee
name for the 5C group.

Paul noted the table being removed from the TTAC Charter is duplicated in the
SAC Charter, and suggested it might be useful to strike it from both or otherwise
make them both the same. The group also agreed that in the project review
section on page three, it made sense not to list all of the projects specifically, in
order to avoid the need to update the list every year.

Other minor changes to wording and formatting were made to clean up the
document. On the final page (Iltem i.), the group discussed “Coordinate with the
Vice Chancellor of Institutional Effectiveness an annual review of the
Committee’s effectiveness,” and decided this would be a good way to make sure
TTAC is staying on track. It would make sense to do so by an annual committee
assessment at the retreat.

Changes to the SAC Charter were last made in 2003. That Charter states
changes are approved by TTAC. A change made on the second page was that
CCC TechConnect used to have another name; that was updated. Additionally,
where the document used to just say “the backbone,” it has been updated to
specifically name CENIC. Those changes were approved by SAC. John Freitas
requested that reference to the Academic Senate appointment be changed to
say “The Academic Senate for California Community Colleges appoints one
member (to SAC).” It is not necessary to call out “technically knowledgeable”
since it is already listed above in the Charter as relating to all members. John is
working on finding an Academic Senate appointment to SAC.

Bill moved to approve the changes as a penultimate reading of the TTAC
Charter, with a final reading at the annual retreat. The motion passed
unanimously.

Data Governance Update:

The committee reviewed an overview needs statement on Data Governance and
suggested edits in representative composition. A more in depth draft document
will be discussed at the retreat. Recommendations made at the last TTAC
meeting were incorporated into the document including suggestions for addition
of a CIO or preferably a CSSO, campus researchers, Institutional Effectiveness
Deans, and information security, along with legal counsel and cyber security
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expertise for review or advice to the group.

John emphasized the importance of having constituency based representation he
thought the list seemed to be mostly project and Chancellor’s Office based at this
point. He suggested mirroring TTAC with broad representation. Since data
governance has to primarily serve the field, there needs to be input from the field
of users and experts.

In making the list, Lou explained they were also trying to look for ownership of a
significant amount of data as a repository, entity, or project as a focus for a way
of working on standardization of data. He asked the committee to provide input if
they saw areas of data that were missing as well. Lou explained there will be a
data steward for each repository of data who fills the role of determining what the
data means. There will also be two groups of participants, a Data Governance
Office and a Data Governance Committee with different roles. Theresa explained
input will be pulled together into one document to be discussed further at the
retreat. It is important not to have a committee structure that is too unwieldy. It
might make sense to have something similar to TTAC with active voting
members and others that are resources.

The structure proposed includes two main groups involved in data governance:
an overview organization, the Data Governance Office (DGO) that would propose
standards and policies for the meaning and use of data across the system and a
separate higher level group, the Data Governance Committee, which would
review and approve the standards and policies. For example, the DGO, might
notice there are two items called the “curriculum outline of record,” and would
work with data stewards across the system to propose what is meant by
“curriculum outline of record.” That proposed policy would then go to the higher
level governance committee to be reviewed. The Data Governance Committee
wouldn’t deal with the technical minutiae, but with system and constituent
concerns. Additionally, the Data Governance Committee would drive discussion
of legal aspects, etc. For example, it is not the data steward’s place to determine
privacy, what is PIl, what is shareable, etc. It would be the role of the
Governance Committee to establish standard policies about how data is to be
treated at any repository in the system and how much it impacts a local
organization or not. RP Group participation would be important; in some cases
the standard might only apply to data held at the system wide level, and not to
anybody else.

Jason Ellwood was brought in to help build up the framework; he has done this in
Ohio and a couple of other states. He would connect the Data Governance
Committee and the Data Governance Office, acting as a member of both groups
and be a constant presence for both. There would also be one other overarching
role, that of Data Architect, who would lead the data stewards in coming up with
standard data definitions, data dictionaries, and those kinds of things. No one
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has been selected for that positon yet. In the proposal, those two individual
positions would be staffed by the Technology Center.

The Data Governance Office would be considered a “heavy working committee,”
where there would be a lot of technical discussions like “What is this data
standard? How long should this field be in a data dictionary?” On the other hand,
the Data Governance Committee would be a guidance and governance
leadership model, where standards and policies would be brought to be
discussed and directed. That is the current vision.

There are a number of software projects that critically need a data governance
model at this point. The Technology Center has been asked to put together a
data lake for the CAl, and right now that will be a black hole until data
governance is determined.

Paul suggested it might be useful to have a more articulated relationship
between data governance and groups like the Banner Group (3CBG) or Datatel
User Group (3CDUG); those ERP user groups are important since everything
being done centrally ties in locally. Lou thought some participation in both the
DGO and the Governance Committee could help with that, not necessarily in a
formal role, but as participants who would recognize those interests in the
meeting. Jannett agreed generally with Paul but thought there might be a need to
be a little more intrusive into what the colleges are using and the different user
groups in order to pull everything along. Many on her campus didn’t know about
central technology elements when she reported back after the last meeting.
Everyone is so busy often they only come forward to complain after forward
movement happens. John thought this would be similar to how the Curriculum
Inventory project is getting CurricUNET and eLumen users talking together to be
able to feed into the new Curriculum Inventory system. This should also provide
a way for users who know how their systems operate, to work on this project and
talk to each other.

The model proposes representation from the CISOA organization. In the one
page summary some elements are a little more in shorthand than in the fuller
description. Lou wasn’t around when the MIS system was created but there is
also a relationship between the MIS data and the local colleges and he was
hoping to get a better idea of how that was developed to learn from what was
done and to either emulate it or change it.

As Project Glue, the integration platform, moves forward, Lou has tapped into
some of the local systems, most recently from West Hills where he saw an
awesome diagram of all the systems that connect to their SIS and how they
connect. It was a real eye opener regarding the number of systems. Right now
there isn’t a charter to facilitate local college integration on campus. At this point,
Lou is mostly talking about system wide things but he would love to get some
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input into whether there is something that can be done to help locally and if it is
something that TTAC would pursue. He wants to be guided by priorities and what
are considered best practices; that is what they are hoping for from the
Governance Committee. It is a big undertaking.

John asked TTAC members to bring draft ideas about Data Governance back to
constituents for input to see if there is anything the committee missed.

For the retreat there will be a multi-page substantial Charter document to review
and discuss.

Accessibility Standard Update and Discussion:

Theresa asked Daniel Kaufman to share an update on work that is going on with
setting an accessibility standard and noted more detail will be provided at the
retreat in May.

Scott Valverde, in the IE Division, and Daniel Kaufman are organizing this work
to get it off the ground. The first phase was building the working group. Itis a
stellar work group of stakeholders with expertise from across the system. That
group is signed on and ready for a kickoff meeting sometime in early April. The
project plan is set up in three phases. First will be a learning phase, with Daniel’'s
team looking at key documentation to support a standard: existing law, case
decisions, and work that colleges within the system have done. During this phase
they will look for areas with clear distinctions and more complicated areas where
decisions need to be made. They will also interview key stakeholders in the
system. Once that is done, the second phase is to facilitate a process to develop
and vet an accessibility standard, which will hopefully be done by the end of May.
They would like to provide an update to TTAC at the retreat and engage the
committee on some of the core substantive questions for decision making.

The third phase is preparing for implementation and roll out across the entire
system by creating elements to support increased accessibility. The first item is
an easy to use tool kit for a variety of use cases, including a faculty member
knowing exactly how to make curricular materials accessible, or key questions
related to that issue. They are also developing a self-assessment so each
college knows areas it needs to focus on. Finally, they want to create a process
to develop, continually maintain, and update a resource bank to support each of
the colleges as they implement the Accessibility Standard. They will have more
to share and feedback to be obtained in May. Laurie is a TTAC representative
who is on that new accessibility group and there are also key initiatives statewide
that have representation on the group.

John suggested the group look at tying in with OER resources as well. It is
important that OER work and accessibility are not disconnected from each other.
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There is a great library of resources in OEI that are being created and expanded.
Theresa agreed there could be some good areas of connection and
collaboration. This would be particularly true with OEI and other projects
intersecting with OER’s work. She will go back and make sure there is a good
connection there.

Lorraine provided a correction on the draft document; Anna Stirling is not at
Palomar but at Mt San Jacinto.

Tim Kyllingstad cautioned that this work is on standards for accessibility only for
instructional content. There still needs to be a larger college wide effort that
addresses: websites, HR departments, purchasing departments, and far more. It
would be more appropriate to call what is being done, work on “Instructional
Content Accessibility Standards.” Theresa agreed on the importance of that
awareness, and explained that work often needs to be done in phases. She
understands the concerns about accessibility beyond the instructional side of the
college.

Tim Kyllingstad clarified that the maturity model he was talking about at the last
TTAC meeting encompasses the entire institutional responsibility. There isn'’t
curriculum teaching students how to create accessible content for their careers.
Students need to be able to create content for other students but also in the work
field. There are many issues related to accessibility in other areas on college
campuses. Jannett agreed it is a much larger issue beyond the instructional side.

Retreat Planning:

Daniel explained retreat organization and structure will be similar to what was
done last year. His intent is to build on what the committee did to have continuity
across the experience last year and conversations held this year to move the
committee and the work forward.

Daniel had an internal conversation at the Chancellor’s Office about what has
been happening in the last year, and he will likely also do that with a couple of
members of the committee. He will also be sending out a survey in the next week
or two to see what committee members see as pressing concerns and issues
and what they think TTAC should tackle next. It shouldn’t take more than five to
ten minutes to complete. Based on that feedback, Daniel will work with Theresa
and the Chairs so the group can have a productive conversation that builds on
what has been done. His hope is for it to be engaging, participatory, and
generative. The goal is to use the opportunity to generate new ideas and move
the needle on key issues, while not spending as much time on report outs.
Initially he planned to get some ideas on this call, but decided to hold off so the
discussion doesn’t color members views before the survey.
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The retreat will have time set aside for the topics of Data Governance, the
Accessibility Standard, and bringing back the Charters that are close to being
finalized.

John reminded members to respond to the retreat RSVP sent out by Cindy
McCartney; room arrangements will be made for members.

Jannett asked whether the retreat would include some kind of orientation for new
members so they are familiar with items from last year. Daniel will resend the
memo from last year summarizing what came out of that retreat and will also
consider doing a recap and having a conversation about it. John reminded
members the retreat minutes are posted on the TTAC website.

Closing Remarks and Next Meeting:
Gary will update the Charter with corrections and comments from this meeting.

Members should take the Charter and other draft documents back to review with
constituencies to bring back feedback.

Members should send RSVPs to Cindy McCartney regarding the retreat.
The next meeting will be the retreat May 1-2, 2017.

Adjournment:
The meeting was adjourned at 11:29am.
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