
Telecommunications and Technology Advisory Committee Meeting 
Tuesday August 14, 2012 

          CCC Confer 
               

 
 

TTAC Members Present: Bill Scroggins, Linda Thor, Mandy Davies, Kenley Neufeld, Jay Field, 
Dennis Bailey-Fougnier, Paul Bishop, and Rocky Rose   
 
Chancellor’s Office Staff:   Patrick Perry, Bonnie Edwards, Blaine Morrow, LeBarron Woodyard, 
Tim Calhoon, Cindy McCartney and Caryn Jones 
 
 
 
Bonnie called the meeting to order at 1:05pm. 
 
The purpose of this meeting is to provide TTAC an opportunity to discuss and provide feedback 
on the Budget Change Proposal (BCP) for 2013/2014 that will be moving forward in the next few 
weeks. 
 
Recommendation- 
Fund Four Objectives: 

• Centralized Assessment 
• Educational Planning Tools 
• Professional Development 
• Common Learning Management System 

 
These recommendations are tightly aligned with the work of the student success task force 
because the legislature will be looking at how well the recommendations for the system align and 
cooperate with each other for the benefit of community college students. 
 
 
Centralized Assessment: 
SSTF Recommendation 2.1:  
Community colleges will develop and implement a common centralized assessment for English 
reading and writing, mathematics, and ESL that can provide diagnostic information to inform 
curriculum development and student placement and that, over time, will be aligned with the K-12 
Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and assessments. 
 
Proposal: 

Implement a Centralized and Common Assessment System 
• Adaptive testing instruments using a large item bank for placement across the 

community college system. 
• Diagnostic testing instruments and/or capabilities to identify student knowledge 

gaps and to inform curriculum development based upon student needs. 
• Web-based administrative tool to enable access and viewing of assessment 

data, results and multiple measures by all community colleges. (Data Warehouse 
backend) 

 
• Cost = $10 M 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Educational Planning Tools: 
SSTF Recommendation 2.3: 
Community colleges will develop and use centralized and integrated technology, which can be 
accessed through campus or district web portals, to better guide students in their educational 
process. 
 
Proposal: 

Provide an Educational Planning, Degree Audit and Articulation System  
(Diagnostic Assessment is addressed in recommendation 2.1) 
Options: 

● Plug into existing college and district student systems, course catalogs, and web-
portals 

● Run system centrally with colleges/districts sending files to a centralized system 
instead of direct access to ERPs. 

 
● Cost: $5 M one-time, $500,000 ongoing. 

 
Proposal: 
 A Portal to Resources for Students in the California Community Colleges  

● Web site and series of courses designed specifically for the needs of community 
college students. 

● Collaborative partnership of counselors, administrators, and faculty develop 
modules to improve the resources available for first time college students by 
providing a detailed online course including: 

o Education planning module 
o Career exploration module 
o Job placement module 
o Transfer advisement module 
o Study skills and basic skills modules 
o Local college-specific information, including contact information, 

institutional policies, campus information, financial and academic 
counseling contacts, textbook information, drug and alcohol abuse 
prevention information, gainful employment programs 

 
• Course available the moment a new student enrolls, provides assistance and 

support as college career begins. 
• Coordination with Assist.org, CCC Apply and CCCTran projects for content 

development 
• Interactive, learner-centered , with assessments and progress tracking 

 
• Cost = $500,000 one-time, Ongoing $125,000 

 
 
Committee Comments: 
Bill expressed concern about the tremendous amount of local work that will be needed to set up 
the degree audit and articulation portion of this proposal.  He asked about whether the cost for 
putting those local resources into place was built into the model.  Mandy agreed that her work 
with degree audit and articulation has made her aware of how much work is needed to implement 
this kind of a proposal.  Patrick mentioned that his visit to Sierra College helped him to see all of 
the local resources that are being used to make that process work.  He is investigating the 
possibility of having colleges upload information on their local articulation decisions on a 
daily/nightly basis to a central system.  Then all of the colleges could download back all of the 
decisions made by all of the colleges and use that as a solid basis for decision making.   
The conclusion that Patrick came to regarding the current process is that it is a lot of work to set 
up and is only covering about 30-40% of the students and the articulation decisions that need to 
be made with all of the information that is brought into the system.  Bill felt that a central 



repository of data isn’t that useful, but that the ability to look at potential articulation agreements 
that other colleges have set up would be very useful.  Dennis also noted that Sierra College is far 
ahead of a lot of the colleges in the system, many colleges are still doing everything on paper, 
with nothing set up electronically.  Those colleges will need a lot of assistance in getting them up 
to speed electronically.  Jay also mentioned that colleges that are part of the way toward 
implementing degree audit would need assistance, but at different levels.  Additionally, the faculty 
will need to be involved in the process, because sometimes they will not accept another college’s 
articulation decisions.  It might help to have some kind of Assist program that works sideways 
between colleges.  Bill felt that it would be helpful to have financial assistance with the tool as well 
as with local implementation of the tool.  Additionally, it would be useful to have the upload and 
download system that will help to look for opportunities for articulation that could provide a place 
to begin the faculty dialogue.  Bonnie asked if it would be helpful to be able to automate some of 
the key data points to quickly take care of obvious matches and then allow that process to bring 
out the outliers that require more effort.  Several members felt that would be helpful.  The current 
process requires the evaluators to work with catalogs from other schools and to try to meet the 
60% rule, it is a tremendously time consuming manual process, so anything that could make it 
smoother and quicker would be helpful.  Bonnie and Patrick will dig further into whether it is 
possible to get something like Assist without having a central entity, and what costs would be 
involved and how to go about that on the community college level. 
 
Patrick explained that his supposition is that if every articulation decision that is made in the 
system is uploaded, then by default you are creating the course map.  A course at Shasta is 
similar to this one at Feather River, and Feather River has it mapped to one at Yuba, and Yuba 
has it to Woodland, and Woodland has it to Sacramento City College, and therefore you have a 
course that articulates from Shasta to Sacramento City College. 
 
Tim mentioned that he understood that counselors also sometimes call directly and set up soft 
agreements with other colleges, which is another layer of information about the course 
articulation.  Committee members confirmed that is done at times.  Bonnie will break down this 
proposal into some more descriptions to include the elements discussed by TTAC, and include 
specifics on what needs to be in place to make the educational planning system work. 
 
The resource portal for students is intended to provide courses of assistance to students that 
could be accessed when the timing of the topic was important to the student.  These modules 
would be written similar to the @One model, but could be written at the system-wide level for 
some topics and others could be more site specific.  The modules could be sequenced 
encouraging students to look at particular topics in a logical sequence, but students could access 
the information when it was most helpful to them, whether at the beginning of their college 
process, in the middle, toward the end.  The portal would allow extremely large numbers of 
students to be accommodated at times that are convenient for the students.  Tim explained that 
the portal would probably be set up as a platform environment that a college could drop into or 
that they could take particular modules from to customize for their site.   
 
 
Professional Development: 
SSTF Recommendation 6.1:  
Community colleges will create a curriculum of strategic professional development opportunities, 
for all faculty, staff, and administrators, to be better prepared to respond to the evolving student 
needs and measures of student success. 
 
SSTF Recommendation 6.2:  
Community colleges will direct professional development resources for both faculty and staff 
toward improving basic skills instruction and support services. 
 
Proposal: 

Bolster @ONE Offerings 



 
Update and Expand Existing, Popular, and Successful Community College Faculty 
Training Web Portal (4FACULTY) 

• Collaborative partnership to improve the quality of faculty teaching and involve 
adjunct faculty quickly and more fully in student success by providing detailed 
online courses in student success research and state initiatives 

• Best Practices module 
• Vocational education module 
• Economic development module 
• Basic Skills improvement module 

• Cost = $500,000 
 
Proposal:  

@ONE Courses and Webinars Related to Basic Skills Instruction and Support 
• Supplement to an existing, respected, and successful professional development 

service available to all California Community College faculty, staff, and 
administrators 

• Consistent, centralized delivery of courses and activities to build and hone skills 
related to basic skills and community college student success 

• Web-based, anytime/anywhere delivery of content for busy instructors, staff, and 
administrators 

• Tied to 4students.org information and other SSTF programs to ensure consistent 
information and updates 

• Cost = $75,000 
 
 
Committee Comments: 
There is a faculty professional development website out there, but it was defunded.  Blaine’s 
group will update the site, modernize it and expand the offerings.  The intent is to identify the 
professional development needs and develop online courses to help faculty and staff.  There 
would perhaps be modules dealing with various aspects of best practices of classroom 
development, teaching styles, vocational education, basic skills, and so on. 
 
LeBarron wanted to make sure that this effort does not undermine the work that is being done 
next month.  September 12th and 13th there will be a group of about 32 people, including the three 
project directors: Blaine, Micah and Tim; who will be meeting to look at online education.  It is 
important that there is good communication between TTAC and that committee.  Bonnie clarified 
that she and Patrick will focus on the technology platform and the delivery mechanism and the 
committee that will be meeting will be focused on the content for that platform.  LeBarron agreed, 
but emphasized that both aspects need to work together with synergy so that there are not 
unintended conflicts. 
 
Bill asked about the basic skills proposal and if it would be in a webinar series format where 
existing practitioners in the community college system would share best practices in working with 
basic skills.  Blaine confirmed that was the intent and that the webinars would be recorded so that 
they would be available as mp3s and youtube presentations for faculty and staff to use in the 
future as well.  LeBarron stated the need for the work on this proposal to also involve good 
communication with the work of the professional development committee. 
 
 
Learning Management System: 
Proposal: 

Implement a Central Learning Management System 
• Purchase and manage centrally 
• Available to all colleges 



 
• Cost = $10 million 

 
 
Committee Comments: 
This proposal would make a single element available to all of the colleges.  They would negotiate 
24-7 tech support and anything else that would normally be negotiated at the local level.  The 
committee members felt that it was important to take into consideration how to move existing 
content from other systems, because that is likely to be important to the faculty.  Bonnie and 
Patrick agreed to include that element in the bid specifications.  Other members felt that it was 
also important that this new element be able to work with the current student information systems.    
It needs to plug into Banner, DataTel, PeopleSoft, and the homegrown systems as well.  Bill 
suggested putting it in a modular form.  One component could be a test bank module, another a 
grade record keeping module, and so on, so that colleges might be able to use pieces without 
using the whole if they desired. 
 
The cost summary on all of these proposals is $26 M for the first year and then $21.5 M ongoing. 
Bill suggested that outcome assessment on improving student outcomes be included in each 
component, and Patrick and Bonnie agreed that should be included. 
 
Bill suggested that each element should also be accessible though a mobile device.  A faculty 
member should be able to use their iPad to go to @ONE and so on.  Tim explained that the portal 
technology that has been chosen also has a component called UMobile which allows any code 
that is written for UPortal to be downloaded and customized for use as a UMobile application.  
Patrick also agreed that any of the bids that go out should include a requirement that they be 
accessible with mobile devices as well. 
 
Mandy expressed concern about the disparity in cost between the Assessment component and 
the Educational Planning/Audit component, she felt that the Planning/Audit component would be 
more complex and therefore might need to have more resources set aside for it.  Patrick clarified 
that the amount for Assessment was taken from the RFI done last year and should be accurate.  
The cost seems high, but with educational assessment it is necessary to pay for more units when 
more are used, it doesn’t really scale.  The $10 M is toward the high end of the scale, it might be 
possible to do for $5 M, but it would not include the diagnostic component, and that is very 
important.   
 
Educational planning/Audit/Articulation is more scalable, so overall he believes that the cost will 
be less than for Assessment.  However, the $5 M figure for Planning/Audit/Articulation came from 
a vendor estimate.  They did not factor in the amounts that would be needed to help campuses 
with connectivity and background work.  Therefore, after the committee discussion today, he and 
Bonnie will sit down and look at more of the specifics on the Planning/Audit/Articulation proposal 
and make revisions.  They will look at the system-wide elements as well as local support 
elements.  Bonnie agreed stating that this proposal really has two different elements and perhaps 
needs to be separated out into one for educational planning/degree audit and another for the 
articulation component. 
 
Patrick asked about the kinds of resources that should be put into helping the local colleges with 
these proposals.  Mandy suggested something a bit similar to basic skills, perhaps finding a way 
to free up a counselor or evaluator to explain and articulate the vision and help get colleges on 
board.  Additionally, human resources to put toward the intense work of putting together the 
articulation system would also be immensely helpful.  Another member suggested talking to 
Sunguard, because they have great consultants and perhaps one could come in to help the 
system.  They are really good and are especially good at helping to do the conversions and 
writing the code to move from your system to theirs.  Patrick thought that hiring a consultant 
would be more likely to be workable than helping out with staff resources. 
 



Additional Committee Ideas: 
Bill felt that there were three additional technology pieces that the colleges would appreciate help 
with: 1) Document scanning, storage and retrieval which would really help with student records, 
financial aid, admissions and records, and transcripts.  It can help to get student information 
much more quickly and reduce staffing problems. 
2) Document management and approval system like Quicker or Sharepoint.  It would improve 
institutional processes, planning, program review, decision making outcomes and assessment if 
you can automate your system. 
3) An online placement test preparation model.  Students really struggle to be prepared for 
assessment.  Many colleges are doing test assessment and preparation and students are saving 
about a semester or two of placement.   
Patrick explained that the test preparation component is included in the centralized assessment 
proposal.  There is both a pretest and a test preparation module that was included in the RFI for 
assessment last year. 
 
Scanning equipment has to be local, but storage and retrieval can be cloud based.   
Patrick asked about the costs to the colleges.  Bill explained that the Oracle licenses are the most 
expensive for his college.  The startup costs were $800,000 and the ongoing cost is $150,000 for 
the district.  Cabrillo has spent $150,000 so far for implementation with a company called 
SoftDocs.  Their yearly cost will be about $16,000, but they are a very small company.  Jay is 
spending $35,000 a year on software renewal with Laserfish.  He would like to see the ability for 
colleges to switch over if they have already implemented and would like to save on renewal fees. 
Patrick thought that it should be possible to get a price break for the system. 
 
Patrick also asked about emergency notification systems and whether or not to leverage that 
centrally.  Two committee members said that their campuses are on a text system that students 
sign up for on the website.  Tim mentioned that the new CCCApply will collect the student phone 
number for sending a text or message to them.  Jay’s campus uses Blackboard Connect for 
communication, not just for emergencies.  It is possible to send a message to students who owe 
money and so on.  You can send 30,000 emails without getting shut down as a spam site.  
 
Committee members asked about priorities if all items are not funded.  LeBarron and Patrick 
clarified that if the entire proposal is not funded, the feedback on what the legislature wants to be 
funded is generally included in that decision.  Currently the focus from the Governor’s Office 
seems to be on distance education. 
 
Patrick and Bonnie will sit down with the comments from the committee and revise the proposal 
before they take the BCP in for consultation. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 2:40 pm. 
The next TTAC meeting will be on October 15th, 2012. 
 
 
 
 


