Telecommunications and Technology Advisory

Committee Retreat
Monday and Tuesday May 1 -2, 2017
The Dana on Mission Bay San Diego

TTAC Members Present:

Gregg Atkins, Gregory Anderson, Jannett Jackson, Jay Field, John Freitas, Jose Fierro, Kevin
McElroy, Kevin Palkki (for Robert Coutts), Laurie Vasquez, Mandy Davies, Paul Bishop, Tim
Kyllingstad, and Wendy Bass.

Chancellor’s Office and Staff:

Beth Kay, Bryan Miller, Caryn Albrecht, Daniel Kaufman, Debra Connick, Gary Bird, Joe Moreau,
Joseph Quintana, Laura Metune, LeBaron Woodyard, Lou Delzompo, Rico Bianchi, Russell
Grant, Ryan Fuller, Scott Valverde, Stacy Fisher, Theresa Tena, Tim Calhoon, and Todd Hoit

Welcome/Agenda Review:

The meeting was called to order at 10:02 am and members introduced themselves. John Freitas
explained the TTAC Retreat was an opportunity to “think big” and pull ideas together into plans to
move forward. Theresa Tena noted technology provides a critical intersection point which can
help the community college system achieve its mission and goals.

There were five objectives for the retreat:

1) Orient new members to facilitate institutional knowledge

2) Maintain the tradition of getting updates on projects to think
about appropriate next strategies for success.

3) Hear from Chancellor Oakley about his vision for the system
and consider how that might connect to the work of TTAC.

4) ldentify action steps to further the 2016 TTAC vision.

5) Think about how to apply technology to long term system
challenges.

The group reviewed the agenda and set meeting norms. Laurie Vasquez also suggested it might
be useful to revisit naming conventions for groups and committees to determine if they still fit.

TTAC Timeline Activity:

To provide a review of TTAC history for new members, attendees posted three to five major
moments onto a timeline for high level review. Around 1996 the first TTAC meeting occurred and
Jannett Jackson, Joe Moreau, Gregg Atkins, and LeBaron Woodyard were all there. TTIP had
funding from the state for libraries and learning resources which later went away during an
economic downturn. There was also funding for connectivity training and for the first digital
satellite receivers. The precursor to the TTIP program was a Strategic Telecommunications Plan
in 1994-1995 that went to Finance in 1996-1997. The first three components were connecting the
system in three ways internet, standardized video conferencing units, and digital satellites. In
2000, CENIC came to be from what had originally been intended to be the CCC Network but
instead was joined with CSUNet to became 4CNet (CCC and CSU) which later melded with UCs,
privates, and others. CENIC became an all-encompassing network for K-20 which now includes
public libraries. This was probably one of the most effective connectivity projects in the state for a
really reasonable price which was originally created mostly as a research component.

Before consolidation in 1997 there was a series of Telecommunications Modeled Application
Projects (TMAP) which spawned individual applications for the use of telecommunications and

TTAC Retreat The Dana San Diego May 1-2,2017 Page 1



technology. There were the three connections of satellites, video conferencing and internet, and
the other side looked at how to use that infrastructure. @ONE, CCCApply, CCCTranscripts, and
CCCConfer were all individually funded TMAP projects with eventually up to around $43M in
funding; they were consolidated in the early 2000s with the economic downturn. The California
Virtual University was renamed the California Virtual Campus (CVC) and five centers were
created. One was an overseeing Professional Development Center that was transitioned into an
effort to do a Common CMS which involved underwriting Etudes at various campuses. When the
second crash hit, everything was consolidated further into TTIP North and TTIP South.

Around 2008, Tim Calhoon first presented a map of technology that later became the basis for
many of the tools that are now being purchased and/or built or developed for OEI, CAl, and EPI.
It was a map of a services oriented architecture including a portal where a student could log in via
federated identity to explore careers, find programs, go through matriculation elements, apply to
college, apply for financial aid, do an education plan, find courses in the CVC, complete an
assessment, and maintain an e-portfolio.

The Student Success Task Force came under criticism regarding posting Scorecard results on
the web where everyone could see them. There were great colleges with great funding that were
ahead of others, but there was fear that technology was going to pull back the curtain. The
current day version of TTAC emerged with launch of the OpenCCCID account in 2012 and CAl,
OEl, and EPI a couple years later.

Canvas was selected as a common CMS in February 2015 after an extensive selection process.
That process started in June 2014 with an RFI to gather information about existing vendors.
Features and requirements for the RFP were submitted by 400-500 system stakeholders. There
were about fifty voting members on the RFP evaluation committee, primarily faculty members,
along with ten to twelve students who provided input into the process. After three days of
demonstrations and a fourth day for deliberations, the vote was all but unanimous for Canvas.
The process was thorough and participants were pleased with both process and result. There are
now 104 colleges on Canvas with another five or six coming on by June and all 113 probably in
the next academic year. Having a common CMS has been talked about for a very long time,
including the attempt to build a system centered around Etudes originally developed by a member
at Foothill, it went through several iterations and an attempt to merge it into the Sakai open
source platform.

In the early days there was $4M that went directly to campuses for libraries but now they get one
fourth of that and some is embedded in the constitution with Prop 98. There can be challenges
with funding and how the CCC is organized. The Technology Center has done some great things
that are unique like putting together the library consortium purchasing, Canvas for OEl, or
education planning for EPI. Sometimes colleges are willing to compromise if the system pays for
it. The projects have changed the dynamic of what was possible from seven years ago when
there was just some individual campus library money and getting circuits paid for.

Lou Delzompo felt the system needed flexibility to build, buy, or partner to get the right
technology, but the CCC would be considered a terrible market for software development
because it can’t pay very much, isn’t very loyal, and as a result, in general doesn’t get the best of
the best solutions. The only way vendors that serve this market can survive is by buying up
weaker companies and forming a larger one. Without at least the ability to threaten to build it, the
CCC will get a poorer solution. In the last few years the system now does have that flexibility and
economic might if it bands together as an organization. Theresa Tena thought there would need
to be continued conversations about building a “state team” and an evolution built on trust and
rooted in what is best for students moving forward. The history and discussion with Chancellor
Oakley will provide a context for conversation about strategic visioning.
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Discussion with Chancellor Oakley:

Chancellor Oakley thanked members for their work on TTAC and on behalf of students. He
provided an overview of where the system should be going aimed at serving students and
improving their outcomes. Use of technology is a way the system leverages resources and finds
economies of scale. Conversations are converging about using technology, whether to access or
visualize data about students, look at how 72 districts and 113 colleges use resources to do a
better job of understanding their students, and build platforms across the system. Those
platforms range from implementing a common LMS, looking at the Common Assessment
Initiative and the Online Education Initiative, to everything under the sun. There are also the
struggles of all 113 colleges to keep up and make sense of the use of technology to do better
jobs and not create more work for different sets of individuals.

Chancellor Oakley still had vivid recollections of the nightmare of implementing an ERP at Long
Beach City College from ten to twenty years ago. The same conversations are happening now,
but everything moves faster. How does a college implement an ERP system to make the lives of
employees easier and to make it easier to use data to serve students? Everyone knows it never
quite materializes that way, particularly in the first few years. New systems are put on top of an
organization while forgetting to change the organization, the systems, and the practices.

Resources to implement technology and data tools are available, but the system hasn’t taken the
time to step back and make their use as effective and efficient as possible, while making sure the
organizations can support the work they are trying to accomplish. Additionally, all of the colleges
have challenges in trying to recruit talent to put all of these technologies in place and support
them. It is important to make better use of both technology and funding to leverage the
opportunity. This is a moment in time, with a window of opportunity to really move student
outcomes. Otherwise the next time the system goes to the legislature, they won’t be there or will
ask what was done with the last billion dollars? At this point, the billion the system received has
barely moved the needle and that can’t continue. A large portion of that money hasn’t been
invested in people, it has been in technology: Starfish, Canvas and now colleges are diving into
big predictive analytic data solutions like Civitas, EAB, etc. Many vendors are coming and saying
they have solutions for the system and now that the CCC is working on guided pathways, there
are big guided pathway product packages.

As a system it is important to first converge work to provide a common fundamental baseline for
every college. College of the Siskiyous and Long Beach City College should have access to a
common set of tools that helps them better understand their students, better implement solutions,
and be able to evaluate them. Beyond that there is a need to bring sense to the marketplace of
technology solutions. There needs to be a level playing field for colleges. The Guided Pathways
framework will cause every college to ask questions and to dig into their data. Everything from
looking at course taking patterns, to being able to look at key performance indicators for all
students and then inform planning processes, inform strategic plans, and inform everything. This
won’t be successful if the system can’t find a way to make the best use of technology in pursuit of
what everyone is trying to accomplish as a system, because the system is 113 colleges and it
doesn’t always do that well. Instead there is focus on what is good for one college and use of
their expertise and resources, which needs to continue to happen, but it is also important to
leverage all 113 colleges to build a foundation for all.

Chancellor Oakley will push staff in the system office, which will in turn push the system to bring
together conversation from silos to focus on both scale and integration. It won’t be possible to
move the needle until the system really tries to achieve both. The environment has to be looked
at differently. Currently the system is competing for resources with a lot of other organizations for
the same talent in IT, for example. In research analysis the same thing is happening. There has
to be a smarter way to organize the system to take advantage of regional opportunities and start
thinking in terms of regions when setting up back office services and server architecture. Colleges
have the same basic infrastructure to maintain and are looking for the same basic talent. Those
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are the conversations Chancellor Oakley is going to be pushing for the system to have. No one
can afford to be inefficient anymore. In a few years the resources are going to dry up and people
will be tired of the excuses the CCC is putting on the table for why it isn’t making a difference. He
is trying to begin this convergence in the Chancellor’s Office asking questions about how and why
the Chancellor’s Office is organized as it is, since it seems to replicate the same silos that exist at
colleges. They are going to try to change the makeup and culture of the Chancellor’s Office by
organizing themselves around primary functions the system is trying to get to, and being able to
provide the technical support, the framework, the advocacy, that colleges need in order to
achieve what the system is trying to achieve.

The Chancellor’s Office cannot improve student outcomes, only colleges can improve student
outcomes. Chancellor Oakley is asking questions about why the Chancellor's Office does what it
does. One clear filter is how items impact student outcomes. If something doesn’t help colleges
improve student outcomes, it needs to be rethought. There are no sacred cows; if there is a better
way to organize and allocate resources, he will be open to those ideas. The structure may not
change overnight, but they will keep working to make a fundamental change, not just in the
margins. The reality is that making changes will probably upset everyone in the system at some
point in time. Chancellor Oakley is looking forward to hearing from the system about how to
improve what is happening and how to achieve an economy of scale in the system that helps
every college improve. A great example is Canvas; there is great potential in the system if every
course is on a common LMS. Finally, the environment is more dynamic than ever, so it is
important not to be locked into long term stagnant solutions and environments; platforms have to
be dynamic to keep up with the changes that are coming.

Generally speaking most college presidents are excited about this opportunity, but of course, the
challenges will be more real when it gets to the level of making difficult decisions at the local
campus. Chancellor Oakley wants to provide the best tools for making decisions and recognizes
that even if colleges are shown all the data for change, it doesn’t mean it will happen. A structure
for change and risk taking has to be provided. It will be also be important to look at the way
colleges are funded. The greatest agenda possible can be launched with the greatest initiatives
but if the right environment within regulation, funding and the way it is structured and organized to
support it is not created, it is not going to stick. So, there will need to be conversations about the
funding formula and various regulations. For example, changes are being implemented in the
curriculum process. The Chancellor's Office won'’t be in the business of approving curriculum
anymore; that responsibility belongs at the college. However, that means colleges will be held
more accountable than they are today. Change is needed and obviously that won’t happen
overnight. More flexibility will be pushed down to colleges, and colleges will also need to accept
more responsibility.

Joe Moreau thought it was important to use momentum from successes with CCCApply, CCCID,
e-transcript CA, Canvas, and soon CCCAssess. The system is gaining a level of comfort with
standardized systems. There is an opportunity to capitalize on momentum with a system wide
approach to analytics or even an ERP. Chancellor Oakley agreed there is a window of great
opportunity and there are pockets of great work happening across the state. The challenge is to
bring the pockets together and make it scale. It makes sense to find areas where there is a path
forward to get that economy of scale or to start converging or integrating planning around some of
the initiatives. He would like to hear from TTAC where those opportunities might be, but also
cautioned that ideas for innovation tend to take a while to get packaged to move forward and by
the time they have, the environment has changed. The system can’t use stagnant solutions. It
doesn’'t work to deliver something and say, “It's done.” The system must recognize and be
comfortable in an environment of change.

Chancellor Oakley explained the legislature tends to puts forth ideas after the CCC and
Chancellor’'s Office have ignored and tried to resist them for years. Everyone in the state of
California should be aware of and connected to the regional economy they operate within. Strong
Workforce is an example where the legislature mandated some degree of regionalization, but
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how it was crafted gave the CCC an opportunity to work internally with various constituent groups
to put it to work. There was great value in how that was done, it is a good model. It has taken a
while to get to the 17% piece, in looking at how to do that and recognizing it is something new for
the system, but he thought opportunities for future funding would likely follow a similar platform
and ask similar questions about what it means for the region, no matter what funding stream is
involved. One size fits all frameworks have been created for the CCC system, but they don’t
work. There should be common outcomes but the framework should fit the needs of each
particular region. That balancing act is one the CCC hasn’t always embraced, but needs to try to
achieve. The Chancellor hopes to convince the legislature to allow flexibility to implement any
new funding source in a way that allows recognition of the needs of various regions. There is
flexibility so far in the Guided Pathways framework to look at where colleges are in terms of
needs in their particular regions, rural colleges versus urban colleges, or single college districts
versus multi-college districts.

It is important to get into a mode of looking at individual needs, regional needs, and statewide
needs, and to have funding mechanisms that support all those goals. The system needs to get
away from simple formulas based on being completely funded on FTEs or splitting between all
the colleges. The Chancellor put emphasis on three underlying themes: continuing to honor local
autonomy since no one knows better what that community needs; being part of an economic
fabric in a particular region and CCC students being part of an economic ecosystem in a region;
and the needs of the state for the CCC system. In a lot of things those three areas will align, in
others they will diverge a bit. The system needs to be flexible enough to serve individual needs,
but centralized enough to deliver what the state needs.

Debra Connick noted a real hunger in the system because of a constrained talent pool to
leverage resources centrally or regionally for IT, software, hardware and security support. There
is also a key awareness of the need to help serve students better but colleges are constrained by
resources. The Chancellor agreed but also noted the need to answer difficult questions like
whether all the things being done need to be done. There are tremendous opportunities in certain
data or technology tools that can drive and produce tremendous results but unless the
organization is set up to take advantage of them it doesn'’t help. He thought a survey of the
capacity of technology purchased versus capacity used would show the system is probably
harnessing only 20-30% of the capacity it has purchased and tried to implement. It is important to
look at the base of technology each college needs to deliver fundamental change. Then the
Chancellor’'s Office needs to do the best it can to provide those tools either directly, like it has with
Canvas or the Common Assessment data base or to create a situation where the cost is brought
down low enough so every college can purchase at a relatively low cost.

The Guided Pathways framework should help as twenty to thirty colleges are introducing,
understanding, and delivering guided pathways. There will be a set of common performance
indicators that can probably be delivered to every college with the current technology platforms
and current data. The Chancellor advises college presidents to hold off purchasing any major
data or analytics tools until they implement key performance indicators and see if they can be
attached onto an existing module and existing data systems already in use, so every college has
access to data that will help make a difference on the ground. The goal is to do this in a cost
effective way that can be delivered to every college regardless of where they are on the spectrum
of having technology infrastructure or research team, whatever capacity they have. From there,
they will look at vetting tools that can perform well in the environment being created and try to
bring down the cost of those tools to the colleges. They want to maintain autonomy for the
colleges to make decisions, but at the same time they want to make the best use of the funds
given to the system.

There has been a fundamental change in the technology around the data analytics model, and
Lou felt vendors had overpriced the value of new tools relative to what they can deliver. The
Technology Center and Foundation have shown that depending upon how much implementation
and configuration have to be done for a tool, either the Foundation model for bulk purchase or the
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Technology Center model where help with the implementation and configuration is provided, can
dramatically lower the cost. There is a lot of technology right now that isn’t at a stage where it will
do what vendors are promising, despite their demos. It is not just having the economic might and
saving money; it is also about knowing the right time to buy the tool. Some colleges will go
forward anyway, but it is important to provide as much information as possible about vendors that
might deliver on their promise better than others. Vendors also try to sell tools that don’t fit the
needs of the CCC; they serve many markets: two and four year schools, outside of California and
inside of California, etc. The system needs to model what the CCC needs for our colleges. The
requirements of the CCC as an organization are sometimes unique enough a product can’t be
bought and no one would build it. The Chancellor cautioned against always trying to create our
own solutions; the track record for government institution delivery on technology projects isn’'t the
best. We have the talent, but can get bogged down by our constituent wants, needs, and desires.
Lou agreed it would be better to have a vendor and CCC collaboration to build a better product
that meets CCC needs; there are vendors that are open to that and honest about it, while others
just pay lip service to the idea.

Integration of tools without changing underlying business processes can result in job creep with
one person handling many different tasks. Wendy Bass for example is the DE Coordinator, which
means that she is also SPOC and campus administrator at a Consortium college. As systems are
being integrated into Canvas they end up being her responsibility because she is associated with
Canvas and gets every call. The Chancellor agreed problems can’t be solved by just throwing
data tools and technology on top of existing organizations. It is important to question what is
needed, how everything is organized, etc. Those conversations aren’t comfortable, but it is
important to organize around needs of students and work that happens in and around the
classroom. How does the system better support faculty, student services and everyone who
supports students in the classroom? Then leverage the opportunity technology provides to be
better able to serve students where they are and to be able to customize education in ways that
we’ve never been able to do before. Every student learns differently, so how do we create a
classroom that allows a faculty member to serve various needs all at once? How do we increase
capacity of each faculty member? How do we increase capacity of student services to reach
students on a real time basis? The capacity exists but it can’t be delivered on if we continue to be
organized the way we are today. Some existing structures and roles are stagnant and aren’t
working with different requirements. Conversations about making changes are not happening
simultaneously or in any coordinated fashion. It doesn’t mean taking away from the roles of
faculty, counselors, advisors, and college presidents, but conversations need to be reshaped to
provide organization that is needed to really be able to deliver effectively. Changes can’t be made
while clinging to the organization that exists, they won’t work together long term. Jose Fierro
agreed and added the need for Title 5 clean-up. Currently everything just gets added on top of
existing structures at colleges and in regulations. They may have worked at some point but now
they don'’t; they act as barriers. He thought before there was an investment in consortia and
additional technology there needed to be a synchronized effort to free up resources and do
updates to policies and procedures. The Chancellor agreed with the concerns but emphasized
things would need to be worked on in parallel tracks. The plane is flying and rebuilding needs to
happen in flight. The Chancellor’s Office is going to staff up on talent and expertise to really look
at regulation, what is done today, and how to make revisions without causing a revolution in the
system. At the same time there are elements that can be changed today, that can’t wait. There
are things that work better than what exists now, which may not be perfect, but will get the system
further down the road. There will be a need to push in areas and clean up along the way. Part of
that begins with the way the Chancellor’s Office was created and organized, which has to change
and the field has to want it to change. There is a need for the Chancellor’s Office to create the
environment for and the expectation to change and clean things up. The goal is to see colleges
do things differently while making it easier for them to do so. There is no expectation that different
results will happen overnight, but the system has to be comfortable with taking risks and making
changes in order to actually get continuous improvement.
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John Freitas asked about how the Chancellor would work with other state departments and what
impact that might have on cross-departmental collaboration. The Chancellor felt that if the
Chancellor’'s Office begins to work on “getting its act together” it would provide leverage when
going to other boards and organizations to discuss the need to do things differently. John also
asked about the likelihood of the system getting the $10M in ongoing funding for OEI. The
Legislative Analyst does his job and the best thing for the CCC to do is look at how to really scale
up OEI. With or without the Legislative Analyst, the project will be forced to move that way
whether by choice or not. The May revise may have some language to give more impetus, but
realistically it is an existential issue for the CCC. Even if there appears to be a problem with
enrollment now, if the CCC doesn’t improve the way it reaches working age adults, non-traditional
students, and students of all types by expanding the way education is delivered, it will suffer even
more over time. Others will come into that space, do it better, and will take students from the
CCC. Most of the criticisms from the Legislative Analyst are related to whether the CCC is
organized in the best way to deliver results. It is a fair question because the CCC has a tendency
to sprinkle a little bit of money on a lot of things. Chancellor Oakley felt that of the three systems,
the CCC is in the best position to leverage OEI and OER and the direction it is going.

Taking Stock of Where We’ve Been: Information

Initiative Updates:

Education Planning Initiative (EPI):

The MyPath system wide student portal was developed to also be college configurable. It
provides a structured pathway for students and will make recommendations to students with an
“Amazon-like” recommendation engine. There is also a messaging system built in to nudge the
student in the right direction. MyPath is live at Santa Rosa Junior College, and there are six more
colleges implementing and expected to go live in the next sixty days. Career Coach from EMSI
has also been built into the platform. A release on May 8™ will introduce new interface elements
especially for the Chancellor’'s Office version for unattached students who haven’t yet applied.

Hobsons/Starfish is the Education Planning/Degree Audit system. It also includes Early Alert,
case management, and scheduling components. There are now seven colleges live and nineteen
implementing Early Alert, fifteen implementing Degree Planner, six colleges pending in kickoff
mode, another thirteen colleges will be live by the end of June, and another twenty-six or so by
the end of the year. Starfish is independent of the SIS. There are another forty-six colleges in the
pipeline for the Hobsons/Starfish product.

E-Transcript California started in 2007. It is important to bring in transcript information from
previous coursework for education planning. E-Transcript California just passed one million
transcripts delivered to more than 120 institutions in California, including almost all of the CSUs,
about eighty community colleges, UCs, USC, University of Phoenix, and others. The challenge
with transcripts is that states each have their own networks which don’t talk to each other. The
Technology Center has been working with the Postsecondary Electronic Standards Council
(PESC) to join networks together in EdExchange which provides a way to directly connect
between networks and also directly connect institutions without a vendor. That work has been
rolling out in pilot and is being used at Ventura College and Foothill-DeAnza for the OEI Course
Exchange. The Course Exchange will be able to use EdExchange to transfer course record
information from teaching college back to the home college when a student completes a course.

The Chancellor’s Office Curriculum Inventory (CO-Cl) system has been rebuilt. There will be a
May 5t release will be rolling out in three cohorts. All colleges are expected to be on by June
when the old system will be gone. The same kind of thing is happening with C-ID.

The group discussed whether branding of the tools would be under vendor names, Chancellor’s
Office branding, or something else. Laurie Vasquez thought it was important to align branding
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with the needs of the students in a way that made sense to them, for example avoiding the use of
meaningless acronyms. For OEI each pilot college branded Canvas for themselves and it also
says it is “A Service of the California Community College Chancellor’s Office.” It makes sense to
think about how tools are talked about and to provide a strong overall look and perspective for
students as they navigate through systems. Work was also done with Canvas/Instructure on
using CCCID to blend the student experience so they can see all the courses they are taking at
the community colleges. CTOs at the CSUs and UCs are talking about how that common
experience might be preserved as students go on; to see if they can keep that familiar Canvas
environment.

Common Assessment Initiative (CAI):

Common Assessment is focused on their fall release to the twelve pilot colleges. They have done
a lot of work on testing in the platform and on items. Last year there was slippage in release date
from fall of last year to fall of this year, and the pilot release has been scaled back from the forty
college implementation that had been artificially inflated due to pressure as a result of the
Compass sunset. That pilot release has been scaled back to the original twelve pilot colleges.

A machine scored writing sample RFP went out recently, and went to McCann Associates. A
survey is out now to gather more information on what colleges are currently doing for ESL
Listening. Assessments are being run through pilot testing with field testing starting the end of this
month. The goal is getting the entire data and assessment package together and sent to the
Assessment Committee and Burros for review. Last fall some challenges were evaluated to make
sure all the right subcomponents were done in the right order.

Multiple measures have always been envisioned as part of the Common Assessment System.
The Multiple Measures Assessment Project (MMAP) with various multiple measures models
based on high school transcripts was funded by CAI. The Chancellor’s Office and project are
watching AB 705 which seems to have some flexibility built in, but is calling for high school
performance and guided self-placement to be used in placement. CCCAssess, the common
assessment test, is just one measure in a suite of measures to be used for placement. However,
there are a lot of students that don’t have high school information, so having a test as a
component for those that need it is important. This new test will also give some diagnostic
information on competencies; students will know what they need to learn, and instructors will get
some aggregate information on areas of weakness for their students.

Timing is an issue on using high school data for placement because by the time colleges get data
even from CalPASS, students have already registered. Mandy Davies is hoping for an opportunity
through this initiative or another to access course specific data and to incorporate it earlier into
the student’s education plan. Debra explained the need to be careful about pending legislation;
the Chancellor’s Office is encouraging flexibility as much as possible, because placement is not
“one size fits all.” There are a lot of assets the CAl has put in place regarding how data is
leveraged and collected. Getting high school transcript data sooner (between the time students
leave high school and register for classes) would help. A Budget Change Proposal request has
been put together for a system to get high school transcripts but that requires lobbying and
getting the K-12 system to send the transcripts. When transcripts come in twelve months later
they are useful for research but not for placement. Maybe a change in nomenclature could help,
“transcript” has a very specific meaning; maybe the CCC could get “information for placement”
first, and then the transcript later. The EPI work on EdExchange will eventually help colleges get
transcript information to and from other colleges more efficiently, but getting it from high schools
has been an ongoing problem.
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Online Education Initiative (OEI):

The OEI Course Exchange is moving into production. It has two parts, the MOU agreements
between participating colleges which have been vetted by the Chancellor’'s Office, and a piece of
middleware allowing any SIS to talk to any other SIS. The Exchange is in production at five
schools, and the other three initial pilots are coming on as quickly as they can. This is a big
change for IT, asking them to allow writing to their SIS from a third party system directly to their
database. About two dozen real students were able to register for real classes in the system. OEI
is looking at streamlining financial aid in the next big version. Simultaneously, they are working
with LeBaron and his team on language changes needed to allow colleges to accept California
residency from each other. Currently the residency piece requires waiting for an approval process
that takes twenty-four hours or more, the new process will take minutes rather than days. After
the eight initial pilots are all on, the other sixteen pilot colleges for fall will be lined up.

As of last week 104 colleges are on Canvas with a few more in the process of finalizing their
decision, and a few more that are not quite ready yet. There are a number of other resources OEI
has available, and many colleges both inside and outside the pilots are making use of them.
NetTutor has been made available to pilots and also at a reduced rate to other colleges. Cranium
Café supports online counseling and advising, and the team is working on setting up a counseling
network for all students, not just online students. Proctorio is used for online test proctoring, and
OEl is working on developing a proctoring network for any colleges interested in participating.
VeraCite is being used by some of the pilot schools for plagiarism detection, and is putting up
good competition for another large vendor.

Over the next year OEI will be scaling up the Course Exchange and ending the pilot phase. The
Steering Committee and the Consortium will be working on bringing more colleges into the fold of
the Consortium, which is the set of “| agree to play nicely” agreements and the Course Exchange
which is the “l agree to meet these standards” agreements. Over time, the Consortium and
Exchange will no longer be in the pilot phase but it will just be “business as usual.” Potential
success or failure of OEl is dependent upon the great work of the Academic Senate on C-ID.
Without articulation between courses, nothing would be possible and while it is great to have C-ID
for ADT courses, it is important to look at all of the other courses in the system and at curriculum
in a broader sense. Joe Moreau noted OEl is beginning to see colleagues at CSU and UC that
are adopting Canvas and having conversations about possible use of the CCCID across system.
The Governor’s Office is hosting an intersegmental online education meeting in June to look at
whether the systems might want to look at “playing nicely” with each other. LeBaron also
highlighted the need to have courses articulated between colleges whether in certificate or
degree programs.

Sometimes there are items that look like impediments that aren’t technological. For example,
early on in the Consortium discussions, there were mistaken beliefs about what Title 5 and Ed
Code really allowed and disallowed. There need to be further conversations about regulations,
curriculum, and course articulation.

Data Governance:

Tim Calhoon and Lou Delzompo have been working with the Chancellor’s Office to inform and
articulate setting up a data governance initiative. A draft was given to the committee for review
and discussion. The vision is for the CCC to maintain the most comprehensive data governance
program in the education industry aligned to support education outcomes, compliance with state
and federal laws, data driven decisions, and fiscal responsibility. The Technology Center
recommends that this work be divided in half with a Data Governance Advisory Committee
(DGAC) to make recommendations and set policies and procedures, and a Data Governance
Office (DGO) which will work with data stewards to apply policies set by the Chancellor’s Office in
consultation with the DGAC.
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These groups would work on setting the appropriate flow of questions, comments, and decision
points as well as defining important data, etc. They would leverage strengths across the system
and define when leveraging data makes sense and doesn’t. There is still a significant amount of
work to be done on charters for these two new groups.

Accessibility:

There are two aspects of progress on improving accessibility for the CCC. The first includes
setting up a work group to develop an accessibility standard, which will essentially be a toolkit
and document outlining expectations from both a federal and state perspective on accessibility of
instructional materials within the system. Then second, to partner with IEPI on system wide
professional development on accessibility and making all materials accessible.

Work began with capturing goals in a needs statement. TTAC reviewed that needs statement
earlier this year and provided feedback, especially related to composition of the work group. Scott
Valverde and Daniel Kaufman reached out to constituent groups: High Tech Training Unit, Butte
Accessibility Center, the Academic Senate, CISOA, etc. Together they developed a project plan
and timeline. The group met once virtually, and has scheduled three in person meeting dates.
Each representative group provided perspective on the big and small picture questions that need
to be answered by developing this standard. The goal is making it as easy to understand and
follow as it can be. The standards, regulations, guidelines, and legal requirements all exist
regarding what needs to be done from a technology standpoint to make sure instructional
material is accessible. What is missing is pulling it together and showing colleges the pathway
and resources and making it easy to understand, because it can be pretty complicated. It will also
be approved by the Chancellor’s Office. Heightened visibility can be brought to the issue with a
professional development plan for phase two.

At this point they are envisioning a toolkit which is a combination of FAQs, resources, and
meaningful scenarios. They are doing a deep literature review of federal, state, and other
sources, including individual recent settlement agreements that provide a pathway to how local
colleges can institutionally develop systems and processes to ensure material art is accessible.
Talking points for work group members to use in presentations are also being developed and they
will be soliciting more feedback. The goal would be to provide information above and beyond the
minimum for a state audit.

Tim Kyllingstad felt this effort should be called Instructional Materials Accessibility Standard.
There are many additional areas of accessibility that need to be addressed, including websites
that aren’t used for instruction. This is a current source of lawsuits. Daniel explained instructional
materials are only be the first phase, the work group will also be working on identifying priorities
that need to be address.

Looking to the Future Part 1: Discussion

Committee members self-selected one of four areas in order to discuss: priorities moving forward,
barriers standing in the way, how to address the barriers, and how this area aligns with the
Chancellor’s vision. It was suggested that groups think about what “wild success” would look like
in each area to better define where TTAC is trying to go.

Accessibility:

The Accessibility group thought priorities should be taking stock of existing resources,
communicating the current standard widely and clearly, self-assessment of where the
system/colleges current are, and structured in a way that is easy to use/modules. They thought it
would make sense to use a multi-phase approach looking at: instructional materials, library
resource support, initiatives, and accessibility centers. Other steps could include: @ONE Train
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the Trainers, online library, teaching accessibility code in programing classes, including
accessibility in course curriculum, and having accessible way-finding on campus with tactile
maps.

They felt this work was aligned with the Chancellor’s vision in being non-duplicative, involving
changes in business processes, integrating efforts, silo breaking, and changing the view to an
institutional approach. Barriers included funding, having vendors and publishers that were
unwilling to comply, coordination of local efforts with state initiatives, and conflicts with local
interpretations of what accessibility means. Those barriers might be addressed with focus groups,
unofficial audits of volunteer colleges, dedicated funding, and making access to existing
resources easier to get, like DECT embedded electronic requests for captioning. Additionally, it
would be useful to have a system wide assessment of websites and procurement policies and
standard breach of contract language related to accessibility in agreements with vendors.
Vendors could also be required to produce third party accessibility certification to be eligible to
submit an RFP response.

Actions could include better defining phases and focusing on instructional materials that are
closest to students first. Feedback from stakeholders should be solicited and vetted. The
purchasing power of the system should be leveraged to hold companies accountable. There
should also be guidance around prioritizing what colleges can do when facing resource and/or
funding limitations. Accessibility should also be embedded within course curriculum. Jannett
Jackson suggested that rather than being prescriptive with a line item in grants, instead
accessibility should be addressed and incorporated into the grant application itself.

Seamless integration and navigation:

The group discussed a number of priorities related to expanding C-ID. More courses need a C-ID
designation and all or most CCC courses need to be articulated. C-ID should be tied to education
planning systems, connected to curriculum inventory, and seamless clearing of prerequisites.
Tools used in the system, particularly student facing tools should be assessed to make sure they
are meeting modern user expectations.

This work would align with the Chancellor’s vision by developing better methods for assessing
student motivation and interest rather than trying to fit them all into a few boxes, and would help
scale up the technology around the Course Exchange from OEI and work in regional course
collaborations. The expansion of C-ID will take a significant amount of faculty time. Additionally,
some components of educational regulations are antiquated and legislation requires collection of
admissions data which doesn’t do much to help students. It would be helpful to streamline
admissions requirements from a data perspective, and to make adjustments to Ed Code and Title
5 particularly related to non-credit students. There should also be support for development of
meta-majors and a funneling process allowing students to start in large subject matter interest
areas and over time to gradually narrow their focus.

Instructional technoloqgy infrastructure:

It is important to make sure the system has continuing support and funding for technology
initiatives like OEl/Canvas the way CENIC now exists. There are infrastructure needs around
classroom/campus wifi. There should be better marketing for available technology solutions. The
technology provided in classrooms directly impacts student performance and success. However,
individual campus finances and manpower are limited, and a minimum standard for technology
infrastructure doesn’t exist. It would be helpful to create a minimum standard for classroom and/or
campus technology infrastructure built into facilities planning. Funding should be provided for
colleges to move toward that minimum standard, perhaps through mini-grants since some
colleges need manpower and some need hardware.
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Suggested actions include: creating a recommended standard for classroom technology, wifi,
presentation systems, and so on, providing an instructional infrastructure assessment for districts
based on the standard, and providing grants for districts to come up to the standard.

Data Governance Advisory Committee and Data Governance Office:

The group decided priorities and next actions in the area of data governance should be to: define
terms of success, finish charters, get the DGAC and DGO set up, and have the first DGAC
meeting. It is also important to look at information security and encryption. This work will involve
changing policies and procedures and should move toward guided pathways. There is also a
need to address the question of who makes final decisions about data governance.

TTAC Business Session: Action

March 24, 2017 Minutes:

Gregg Atkins corrected the March minutes; he was not on the call.
The committee approved the minutes.

TTAC Charter:

Gary reviewed revisions in Charter wording made at the March TTAC meeting. Additionally, on
page three under “Terms” John Freitas suggested removal of number one since it is covered
under number two; all members may be replaced by their constituency organizations.

On page 5 under subcommittees: There will be a System-wide Advisory Committee (SAC), the
Chair of SAC shall be appointed by the Vice Chancellor of Institutional Effectiveness in
consultation with the Co-Chairs of TTAC. The purpose of SAC is defined in the SAC Charter
which was approved at the March 2017 meeting.

The group discussed how the Data Governance Advisory Committee and Accessibility Work
Group should be handled under the charter and decided for the time being to leave reference to
“other subcommittees and work groups may be formed as needed.” Theresa would like to discuss
it further at the next meeting since Data Governance will be an ongoing Advisory Committee.
John also suggested having an appendix of subcommittees to include with the TTAC Charter.

Theresa noted that DEETAC is its own entity and is now gearing back up. She thought a TTAC
subcommittee discussion would fit into looking at how the system office is organized in its
committee structure and finding appropriate integration points. This will be an appropriate
placeholder for looking at that integration and whether there are any gaps.

Action Items:

Theresa would like to discuss how to handle ongoing committees of TTAC at the next meeting
Gary will make updates and post the TTAC Charter to the website

The committee approved the revised TTAC Charter.

Data Governance Representation:

The committee held a discussion of appropriate representation and process for starting the Data
Governance Advisory Committee. Members suggested starting with the roles and constituencies
defined for an initial meeting and then through development of the DCAG Charter finalize which
roles are needed all the time and which could be resources called upon when needed. The group
discussed inclusion of CAPED, DSPS, CACCRAO, and HR members either on the committee or
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as resources when needed. Members also talked about the balancing act of providing enough of
the right representation without having the group become too large or unwieldy.

It might be useful to focus on DGAC as the group to discuss larger scale ideas which could call in
more practitioners to provide additional resources and input when they are needed. There isn’t
necessarily the need to have complete coverage of every group on the DGAC because the data
stewards will be involved with the other group, the DGO. The intent is to have the DGAC set
policy and include legal representation to ensure laws are followed, and that will guide the efforts
of the data stewards and the DGO. Having a Data Governance Advisory Committee and a Data
Governance Office is a common model recommended by Gartner.

TTAC agreed to have the initial DGAC be to talk about the charter and would include core
representation from the first (left) column of the draft charter (possibly with the addition of
Librarians, CAPED, and CACCRAOQ). TTAC members who are interested in volunteering will
speak to Debra Connick, then approval/other representation as needed from appropriate
constituency organizations will be sought. John Freitas suggested that initial meeting be set up in
a retreat format to discuss what the data stewards might need from DGAC. Laurie Vasquez
suggested other resource experts (from the second, right side list) might be useful in that kind of
a retreat format discussion.

The Charter should be ready in the next couple of weeks then requests for appointments will be
sent out. The initial meeting might end up in early July.

Sourcing the Next Big Idea: Discussion

The group discussed potential positives and challenges of other “big ideas” TTAC and the CCC
system might consider in the future. A common Enterprise Resource Planner (ERP) is an
enormous one, which would be a tremendous challenge, but which would also have tremendous
benefits. ERP vendors like Oracle, Banner, DataTel, etc. (which integrate SIS, HR, systems and
so on) raise their rates on a regular basis. Having a common ERP could provide even more
massive savings than what came from having a common LMS in Canvas. There would be
significant monetary savings along with operational efficiency. However, it would need to be much
better than what currently exists. It is important in light of LAO criticism that resources saved are
not necessarily being redirected to student support, that savings be used toward ensuring
students are “getting in, getting through, and getting out.” A member brought up the need to
explore the extent to which schools operate similarly or differently from other schools using the
same or different ERPs. It might also be useful to consider exploring what should be provided at
the local versus regional versus state level.

Every college in the system will need to do a migration in the next five years, whether to a new
ERP or a new version of an existing one. It can be done locally, or at a statewide level. This
means it would be useful to look at alignment of business processes which would not be an easy
process, but is something that OEI has been doing with the Consortium and Course Exchange.
Making an attempt to move toward default implementations instead of customized ones would be
very beneficial. If each college is doing a customized local implementation, the net result is a
tremendous amount of effort going into those implementations system wide. Centralized
operations are often met with suspicion and concern, but over time they can save each institution
money, time, expertise, and in not needing multiple iterations of contracting, budgeting and
accounting. It would take time to identify the scope of the work in buying, building, or partnering
on a common ERP and on work required to align business practices. Identifying that scope would
need to be done before moving that direction. Completely customized systems are inefficient, but
moving toward common systems requires colleges giving up elements in order to gain massive
cost and time efficiencies. Today this kind of change is unimaginable, but the system may be able
to move toward more aligned business processes in a modular way, one at a time. Additionally, if
regulatory changes can be made, it may simplify what needs to be done and encourage
alignment of processes. Right now the number of students on different ERPs makes about a
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50/50 split between PeopleSoft and Ellucian tools. The number of colleges on Colleague is
number one at about fifty or sixty colleges, with a slightly smaller number of colleges on Banner.
There are a very small number of colleges on PeopleSoft, but they are very large districts.

Members highlighted the importance of tying work back to student outcomes. Students in college
now urgently need change that benefits them, not change that will come in ten to fifteen years.
There is a moral imperative to make progress on what students need now, and the legislature is
losing patience. It is important to focus on the ability to graduate students in two or three years;
six or seven years are unacceptable and everyone is frustrated with that.

Business Process Analysis (BPA) is something colleges are doing partly as a result of the
initiatives. It is taking time, and colleges also expect BPA to happen system-wide. OEI colleges in
the Consortium/Course Exchange had to work on aligning business processes, and as they
expand and more colleges participate they will do that as well. Technology alone does not
change student success, but technology can support the learning enterprise. The focus must be
on students and how the technology contributes to student success or nothing will change. For
example, Jose Fierro works with two teams on his campus: one is working on solutions they hope
will be successful six years from now, and the other focuses on making sure that what is being
offered today is better than what was available last year. Tim Calhoon suggested tying together
all of the data from all of the Chancellor’s Office outcomes to create a citizen data science
platform that people could use to try to learn new things to improve the CCC system.

Student success and availability of classes is critical; students need to know the class they need
to take, and that class needs to be available. Lou explained that OEI is potentially the solution to
that availability. It would change the system if every college was on the OEI Course Exchange
and the CVC, with 18,000 or 20,000 courses already listed as DE, is available. What if tomorrow
every student could get credit for any course in the CVC at their home institution?

Private schools are providing “just in time” education. If one or two students need a class, to
graduate they find a way to offer it, maybe online, maybe as independent study. Students going
to the private schools get out in the amount of time promised; they have a plan, students are
monitored to make sure they follow it, and courses are offered just in time if needed. Mira Costa
increased enroliment by 5% by taking students from the waiting list and creating courses for them
on the fly. They communicated with students by social media or texting, “The course is available.”
Those ideas about how to get students out in a short amount of time need to come up in the
system.

Knowing what classes to take can be difficult. Paths can be created but they are complicated and
they need to be simple. CSUs and UCs have different GE paths, and now some CSUs are adding
additional rules for impacted majors. It is confusing and the reality is that some colleges will never
have enough counselors to have a decent counselor to student ratio. Technology needs to
provide assistance to students who don’t need as much help, so counselors can help students
that need access to services. There are also scheduling and staffing considerations that come
into play. There needs to be a system wide view, and there isn’t a single silver bullet. It is about
acceleration, multiple measures, developmental education, designing paths that are easy for
students to understand, looking at job opportunities and employment rates. It is the entire
package, not just one element. Change is needed at the college level and at the system level and
technology is needed as a partner; the human and technical pieces need to complement each
other.

Digital literacy is also important. Students can’t graduate from the CCC without any exposure to
technology because at the CSU or UC they have to know how to register for their classes online,
most of the requirements are online, and assignments are submitted online. Students don’t
necessarily have to take CCC courses online, but web enhancing has to be given.
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Looking to the Future Part 2: Discussion

Three groups met to look toward what might be needed as TTAC moves forward and reported
back on what success would look like, what future needs might be, and how they might be met.

Data Governance:

The first group discussed the future of data governance which would include partnering with
external research organizations and would bring machine learning to extracting relevant data to
inform things like guided pathways and student success. It would also find a way to have better
alignment between OEI/CAI/EPI to make data more seamless. Project Glue is working toward
that integration.

In this future state, a common ERP would help students because it would be possible to align
processes for everything related to students. Everyone could adopt best practices for registration
and get students enrolled into classes if there was a common way. There are many elements in
ERP but registration is the biggest, and time and money could be saved. Additionally, for every
college that does particular things really well, there are five to ten that don’t. With a common
ERP, best practices could be leveraged. It would also streamline the ability to take courses at
another college. Finally, articulation would streamline classes and help get students to their goals
sooner.

The DGAC and DGO will look at some of the more promising practices in place throughout the
system and Canvas implementation will drive Glue connectivity to every college. It will be
important to look at data architecture and to update data dictionaries/crosswalks to prepare for
data integration opportunities.

Sustainable Instructional Technology Infrastructure:

The second group talked about sustainable instructional technology with better pathways and
connections from K-12 to facilitate student entry and the need to acknowledge that not all
students will persist on traditional paths. Machine learning could also help the system meet
students’ disparate reasons and goals for being in the CCC; it could also help identify the kind of
classes needed and when they are needed. There need to be student facing services that are
similar across campus that are simple, intuitive, and easy to use. There should be seven day a
week access to library and other support services. The ideal system accommodates transfer, skill
building, and one-time class availability based on data, long-range need, and types of students.

Students will need clear direction, easy application and registration, and to get needed classes.
They need “choice of path” tools which are highly flexible, easily used, and inter-active. Faculty
and staff needs training, including making online training on technology available. Faculty,
administrators, and students all need digital literacy skills. There need to be system level
regulatory change in Title 5 and Ed Code to bring them into the 22nd Century, including changed
funding models.

Seamless Educational Navigation:

The third group discussed how seamless educational navigation could help eliminate the
achievement gap. Degrees and certificates to meet the needs of California would be available. To
get students in, the system could make sure they are making informed choices and could provide
seamless matriculation customized for each student with nudges and counseling when
appropriate. To get students through, Early Alert and case management with faculty and
counselors working together could help with education planning, information about resources,
schedule management and pathways aligned to outcome goals (CSU, workforce, etc.). To get
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students out, the system could track employment, provide future ongoing learning for career
advancement, and the student could carry an e-portfolio.

There needs to be stable funding to accomplish this. Students need to have clarity on their goal
and the path to get there. The system office will need to monitor accountability and outcomes and
will need to remove financial competition between colleges. Allowing the home college to pay the
teaching college with a new model, could allow a smaller college like Shasta to supplement by
offering online courses.

Daniel noted that a lot of the needs identified were not necessarily technology fixes, but almost all
require coordination with other groups that are not in this room. The challenge is to get ready and
to determine how to build connections within the system for cooperative efforts to tackle these
bigger challenges. The group discussed potential next waves of changes in education in a variety
of areas. How social media is changing how people interact in the world and how that might
change education away from group based formats. How Khan Academy, skills based online
coursework, and sixteen week career boot camps might change higher education possibly
including badging and micro-credentialing. Whether a variety of different types of online offerings
might result in a unified definition of what effective and quality online education is, which doesn’t
penalize effective courses in financial aid audits.

Last year TTAC finished the Retreat with five big ideas that have now been consolidated into four
and two of them have formal structures moving forward. In January, TTAC identified a work group
for Accessibility and the kernel of Data Governance. The other big ideas are Seamless
Integration and Sustainable Instructional Technology Infrastructure. Theresa suggested
Seamless Integration would fit in with Guided Pathways work being done in the Chancellor's
Office and with Instructional Effectiveness. They often set up “Applied Solution Kits” in
overarching thematic areas and she felt Seamless Integration would fit into that model. Those are
all constituent group driven so it will probably end up with some kind of subcommittee.

Laurie Vasquez suggested that conversations about sustainable instructional technology
infrastructure might be appropriate within the Accessibility Work Group. John Freitas noted the
other part of instructional technology would be setting a baseline standard for the system, talking
about purchasing power, and defining what should be included in instructional infrastructure.

Wrap Up:

Each member talked about what they were excited about and what they were still wondering
about at the conclusion of the retreat. Members were excited about seeing action and elements
coming to fruition on work from last year, the focus on student needs, potential for a common
ERP, increasing potential uses of data, common accessibility, and classroom standards. They
were also excited about more system acceptance of centralized solutions and making some of
those pieces part of the infrastructure and facility rather than add-ons, and the energy of working
with so many people who want to bring positive focus toward finding solutions. Overall, members
wondered about: identifying resources, funding, and the political will to make changes, including
regulatory change. They also wondered about the challenges and feasibility of some elements
discussed, including a common ERP; sustained funding for technology, how to change direction
with a system this size, how to best make sure communication happens within the system about
baseline standards discussed; what the best solutions are for serving the greatest number of
students at the state, regional, and local levels; and how to take energy from the retreat and
maintain it.

Adjournment:
The meeting was adjourned on Tuesday May 2 at 12:45pm.
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