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Telecommunications and Technology Advisory Committee Meeting 
Monday October 12, 2015 

CCC Chancellor’s Office Sacramento 

TTAC Members Present: Bill Scroggins, Dennis Bailey-Fournier, Dolores Davison, Erik 
Schearer, Gregg Atkins, Gregory Anderson (online), Jay Field, John Freitas, Paul Bishop (online), 
Robert Coutts, Tim Kyllingstad, and Wei Zhou (online).  

Chancellor’s Office and Staff: Theresa Tena, Alice Van Ommeren, Gary Bird, LeBaron 
Woodyard, Tim Calhoon, Anna Stirling, Joseph Moreau, Jory Hadsell, Joseph Quintana, Cindy 
McCartney and Caryn Albrecht.  

Opening: Alice called the meeting to order at 10:07 am.  Attendees introduced themselves.  

Chancellor’s Office and System Update:  

Theresa expressed Erik Skinner’s regret at having to miss the meeting; he is a Partnership 
Resource team member and is representing the Chancellor’s Office on one of the first site visits 
today.  

The Board of Governors met a couple of weeks ago and heard the Accreditation Task Force 
Report as an information item, along with public testimony.  They plan to take action on that 
report at the November meeting which will be at Mt. SAC.  The BOG retreat had two main focus 
areas: Work Force Task Force Recommendations, which will also be going to the November 
meeting; and recent budget augmentations to Basic Skills.  The system budget request was 
heard at the September meeting, since the Department of Finance gathers information by 
midSeptember to begin their evaluation process for the Budget Change Proposal (BCP).  There is 
about $1B of Prop 98 funding and the BCP includes standard items in terms of growth, COLA, 
and additional resources for technology.  Although anything put in is considered confidential until 
the BCP comes out, the narrative for that $22M request is online under the BOG line item on the 
agenda; it is primarily for infrastructure related to the technology.  The Chancellor’s Office will put 
forward as concerted an effort as possible to secure those resources now that there has been an 
uptick in revenue.  There is a lot of need and demand out there and this is a very high priority.  
Historically, the Chancellor’s Office has been successful in getting favorable consideration of 
requests by the administration and legislature.  If particular funding is not seen in January, it could 
still appear in the May process.  

Yesterday was the last day for the Governor to act on bills and Theresa thought that it was 
interesting to hear the Governor’s mindset related to why he vetoed AB 176, which was a bill that 
would have required the collection and reporting of demographic information for Asians, Native 
Hawaiians, and Pacific Islanders, after the next census.  After the veto, the Governor reported 
that there would have been benefits to the bill, but that he was wary of the desire to stratify and 
further divide into more ethnic groups without providing greater wisdom into actions to take.  

Recent transitions at the Chancellor’s Office include Theresa providing oversight for Institutional 
Effectiveness and the TRIS area.  There will still be a Vice Chancellor for TRIS, and active 
recruiting for that position is underway.  Theresa expressed her gratitude to Alice Van Ommeren 
for stepping up and taking on the responsibility for that role while the search is done, especially 
because Alice is doing so in addition to her full time job in research.  The Chancellor’s Office is 
aware that they have not been operating at full service and strength, and they hope to be in a 
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better position in the next couple of months.  TTAC will be one of the first groups to be notified 
when the new Vice Chancellor is hired.  They are also working on hiring another grant monitor in 
addition to Gary; he has been a one man army in carrying that work alone and they hope to have 
some support for him soon.  

The Bonilla bill, AB798, related to Open Educational Resources recently passed.  LeBaron 
explained that it is a modification of the Steinberg bill from a few years ago, that created the OER 
Council with Academic Senate representatives from CCC, CSU, and UC.  It formed Cool 4 ED 
resources, managed by CSU through their Merlot infrastructure.  The goal was to create a library 
of open educational resources and fund the creation of about 50 open educational resources.  At 
that time $5M was put into the program in matching funding, and eventually CSU was able to 
identify $1M through a couple of foundations for the match.  The Bonilla bill took a portion of the 
remaining money, removed the match and allocated around $50,000 dollars to the CCC and 
CSU.  Dolores is one of the three CCC representatives on that Council and is another source of 
information about that effort.  

Tim Calhoon provided an overview of the request for $22M in technology funding being 
requested.  There is $7M in onetime and $5M in ongoing funding for CENIC to upgrade and 
future proof the network.  CENIC will also take over the intra-district circuits that colleges are 
paying for within their districts.  There is $4.5M for information security intended to promote the 
Information Security Standard put together by SAC and to get the colleges on board, probably 
including some kind of grant offering.  The remaining funds are for: increased help desk funding 
for CCCApply, the new Student Services Portal and other things coming up; funding for the 
library, and for video conferencing services.  Tim will send details of that request out to the 
committee.  

Last year there were nine additional Chancellor’s Office positions provided in the budget, and 
there was an agency augmentation in this year’s budget to provide for the research specialist who 
was one of those nine, but was brought on this year.  There were augmentations for Student 
Success and Equity but no related IT support provided.  Theresa noted that there was an 
amazing amount of support for local assistance resources provided in the past year as well as six 
positions that were distributed throughout the agency, but there were 240 staff members back in 
the 1990s and now there are 165-170, so the agency is still working hard to keep up.  Bill felt 
strongly that the IT and research demands of Student Success and Equity on local districts are so 
great and everyone is doing the same thing and splitting resources; it doesn’t make sense not to 
have system level research and IT support for those programs.  Theresa agreed and explained 
that as part of the local assistance bill they are looking to increase the statistical operations 
resources.  The Chancellor’s Office is willing to engage in these conversations about the best 
ways to resource the agency to support the local campuses.  Bill suggested keeping system level 
support in mind as TTAC looks at making updates to the Technology Plan.  

TTAC Charter Review and Webpage Discussion:  

The current TTAC Charter is from 2003 and John Freitas thought it would be useful to update it to 
reflect how TTAC operates now, as well as to reflect the addition of the major initiatives: OEI, CAI, 
EPI, and IE.  He thought it would be best to have a small group look it over and suggest revisions 
back to the larger group.  Currently the roster has five faculty appointments from the Senate and 
is also supposed to have five CEOs, but there are currently only two.  Cindy explained that it 
seems to be difficult to get five CEOs; Bill will ask again at a meeting of CEOs next Friday.  

Bill felt that the Tech Plans of the past, and especially Tech Plan 3, did a good job of providing 
background about why TTAC is focused on certain items and provided a useful update to the 
mission.  He thought that it would be useful to incorporate the new Tech Plan, which is used to 
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advise the system, into the preface or background of the charge in the TTAC Charter.  TTAC 
originated to help advise the Chancellor’s Office on how to best administer TTIP.  LeBaron 
explained that before 1996-97 the only technology infrastructure shared by the system was the 
phone, but the Strategic Planning Grant coming out of the Department of Commerce led to BCP 
funding which created a vision and infrastructure for TTIP and TTAC which included more than 
just the technology side.  The plan included: technology applications, internet, @ONE, video 
conferencing with CCCConfer which has evolved and expanded broadly, electronic transcripts, 
and CCCApply.  At one point before the budget crunch, the funding was up to $42M with $4M 
going straight to the libraries.  The mission has moved and changed as funds have been made 
available, but it has always been a visionary body.  Bill explained that last year the agenda did not 
include the depth of visionary work, probably because the new work with the three big technology 
initiatives were more successful than anticipated, and the group was running to keep up with what 
was already being done.  This year it would be appropriate to get back to that kind of discussion 
with big visionary ideas about what should be done moving forward.  Data analytics is one area, 
but there are more and that next iteration should be discussed.  The ideas from the retreat have 
traditionally then been crafted into a document reflecting the vision and the goals going forward; 
last year the larger vision didn’t get included as much as usual.  

When the Tech 3 Plan was written, the Chancellor’s Office Strategic Plan had just come out and 
much of the vision came from building off of the Strategic Plan.  Discussion of the next Strategic 
Plan will probably come up in November or January, but extended collegial conversations about it 
will mean that it probably will not be available to be responded to until sometime around 
November 2016.  

Action Items:  

1. A small group including John Freitas, Bill Scroggins, and Dolores Davison will meet with 
Gary to review and make suggestions for revisions and updates to the Charter.  

2. Working with Kathy Booth, notes from the last retreat will be used to do some preliminary 
work on the next Tech Plan prior to the February meeting. 

Tim Calhoon provided an overview of the new TTAC website at CCCtechplan.org including: 
documents (agenda, minutes, and presentations from past meetings), a calendar of meetings, a 
directory with the membership roster, a discussion area, an announcement area, and resources 
that include products of TTAC (previous Tech Plans, etc.).  With respect to membership, Gary 
gets information from the Academic Senate and other groups as to who is coming on and going 
off of TTAC and gives that information to Cindy, who maintains the TTAC membership list and 
works with Sandoval and Rebecca to make sure that the Listserv is kept up to date and 
membership changes are made on the website.  Tim asked members to look over the site and 
provide feedback and suggestions back to the Technology Center.  A similar format will be used 
to set up a site for the SAC committee, and both sites will be linked to the Chancellor’s Office 
website.  The Technology Center will maintain the documents and the website.  Bill suggested 
that a link to the IEPI Clearinghouse/Professional Learning Network be added to the website 
when the PLN is available.  

System-wide Circuit Upgrade- CENIC:  

The system got some one time funds and some ongoing funds, so Gary and Tim have been 
working with CENIC to review circuit usage to see what needs to be done to get everyone up to 
speed with 1 Gig circuits and 1 Gig backups including at approved offsite centers.  Through that 
process they identified some schools that are in desperate need of 10 Gig circuits, and there is 
enough funding to start providing those.  At this point there are 30 circuits in place and 65 that are 
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underway.  There was $6.3M from 2014/15 fiscal year still to spend down and there is a plan to 
do that, but CENIC needs to move faster; there is also another $4.6M available this year.  

In order to determine which colleges should get circuits Gary and Tim started with an analysis of 
saturated circuits (like Barstow with a completely saturated DS3 circuit).  There were a number of 
circuits that needed repair, and redundant circuits that were necessary, but they also found larger 
districts that were regularly getting up to peaks that were at half of their maximum.  With everyone 
having multiple devices, the demand is high, and saturation at campuses is happening faster and 
faster.  This is part of the reason for the BCP of $7M one time funding, plus $5M in ongoing 
funding; it is to future proof the network so that as a system we don’t fall so far behind that 
colleges are struggling.  Additionally, in September the system came up against the fact that all of 
the routers at both ends of the circuit are end of life; they are no longer supported.  Tim and 
Catherine knew this was coming, and had been planning for it, but had not been able to find full 
funding.  Now that the recession is ending, funding is available.  That funding is important 
because the 1 Gig routers are about $12,000 each and the 10 Gig routers are about $50,000; it is 
quite a big spend, but it is needed.  Since the 1 Gig routers are not always upgradeable, it makes 
sense to get 10 Gig routers with an added piece to step down for 1 Gig.  Work continues on 
looking at district needs and circuits, as well as how to get some districts into a ring for 
redundancy.  

The Technology Center is bringing on a project manager to work with Gary and Tim to manage 
planning and work with CENIC.  This should help with two big issues: getting costs and good 
estimates of when circuits will go in.  The carriers have not been very communicative, and CENIC 
has been overwhelmed with all of their work with public libraries and a huge upgrade with K-12 in 
addition to the work for the CCCs.  The project manager has experience with telecommunications 
projects and will work about eight hours each week following up and recording every circuit and 
when they can be expected, which will help with being able to communicate to the colleges about 
when circuit upgrades will happen.  

SAC looked at what colleges can do to limit bandwidth usage before upgrading to 10 Gig circuits, 
and colleges that have not met those 3-4 recommendations including putting restrictions on open 
networks, limiting student accounts to 5 Megabits or less, looking at caching, and those kinds of 
things, have been told they will not be considered for upgrades until after they are addressed.  Bill 
felt that it would also be useful to define the appropriate use of cloud and wireless usage.  

The plan for the Golden Bear Network for a Far North Backbone was funded by the CPUC, but at 
this point funding for the network has not yet been found.  It was on the priority project list for the 
Rural Internet Access Federal Initiative which had a priority list but during the economic downturn 
the money was not there.  Now that the money is coming back with reauthorization of the Higher 
Education Act, it is important to make sure that lobbying for that project is happening.  Louis Fox, 
the CEO at CENIC does a pretty good job of keeping track of lobbying, and additionally, Bill 
encouraged the system office to have this on the legislative priority list.  Alice also noted that 
Theresa was appointed to the CENIC board.  

TTAC Retreat Outcomes Report:  

Gary reviewed the report that came out of work with Kathy Booth after the retreat last year.  It 
focuses on three primary area goals and the strategies to reach those goals.  Committee 
members provided feedback and suggestions for additions or revisions to the report.  

Under Goal A, Bill felt that the aspect of “last mile” work didn’t get translated in and is critically 
needed.  The local implementation of the three major technology initiatives will be dependent 
upon the interaction with local data and local systems.  It will involve a huge training component 
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that has to be specific to the operating system both on the technology and implementation side.  
It doesn’t do any good to build big systems, if the colleges can’t implement them.  As a system we 
often use the idea of “mini-grants” but this is a much bigger element, especially for smaller 
colleges.  Gary and Tim explained that some of that “last mile” work was being planned for via 
“implementation grants” for specific areas of help in the EPI.  Dennis cautioned that some schools 
wouldn’t even consider trying to do implementation because they haven’t changed their systems 
in twenty years; they might need a million dollar grant, they can’t get there and have no staff to do 
it.  Tim Kyllingstad reminded the group about the idea of a FUSION like system for IT, to do an 
inventory of IT capability on each of the campuses.  However, Bill cautioned that it was more than 
facilities and capability; it has to do with algorithms and business practices that were implemented 
thirty years ago.  New business practices have to be implemented which will easily take at least a 
year or two of work.  

Articulation for degree audit is also important.  Tim Calhoon thought that completion of the new 
ASSIST would be a big factor since as it exists it is not readable and is a textual database, but 
since it is owned by the UC and they are the grantee, we are not able to speed up that process.  
It is frustrating, but the new ASSIST has been pushed back until at least January (Bob Quinn has 
better information).  Until that primary ASSIST piece is in place, the new business processes for 
articulations and computerized systems can’t be done.  Many campuses simply don’t have 
enough evaluators to do the work for the degree audits, and students can’t graduate without 
degree audit working better and faster.  John Freitas noted that with 72 different governing 
boards it can be a struggle even to get local governing bodies to consider updating technology; 
they want to be fiscally responsible, so they are willing to stay with technology from 1975.  Joe 
Moreau thought having minimum implementation standards, could help as long as there was 
money to help with implementation of those standards; there has to be a revenue stream to 
support it.  There should be consolidated readiness standards for local implementation.  Strategy 
number five on the first page of the matrix is closest but the case needs to be made for it in the 
goal.  That is part of the work of the pilots; Tim Calhoon explained that they are working to tease 
out what is needed at the local level for implementation of each of the initiatives.  It is at a 
somewhat messy stage, but by the time the initiatives are ready to release to the other colleges 
there will be a plan.  Bill thought that communities of practice should be able to support ongoing 
practice; there needs to be both assistance and funding for local maintenance pieces as well.  

Goal B involves leveraging technology and one element is the current work to re-establish the 
Ambassador’s Program; Anna explained that TTIP South is looking at DE Coordinators as one 
possible group to act as the campus liaisons for communication about projects and initiatives.  
The Ambassadors were the local representatives who would do presentations to the Academic  

Senate, the Classified Senate, Dean’s meetings and so on.  The primary role of the Ambassador 
would be to make sure that the information being distributed is accurate and complete.  Dolores 
encouraged the use of Professional Development leads at the colleges as another option, since 
they are faculty and would therefore be more likely to be heard by faculty members.  LeBaron 
also acknowledged that the DE Coordinators have the primary task of getting their report back to 
the Chancellor’s Office each year, and their other roles on campus can be quite varied, anywhere 
from a Vice President of Instruction to an Executive Secretary.  He also noted that most 
Professional Development people are attached to the Flex Calendar world, and nine colleges 
don’t participate in the Flex Calendar, so that might be difficult to coordinate.  Joe suggested that 
perhaps it would make sense to look at two to four people to cover the role so that even if one of 
the positions changes or is empty the communication would still happen.  

Bill expressed concern about Goal B which only addresses professional development; it really 
should include hiring practices as well, “Increase participation in comprehensive and high quality 
professional development and hiring practices that promote digital literacy and student success.”  
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Similarly, Strategy II should be expanded so that it does not just strengthen the expertise of 
existing personnel but also looks at hiring additional staff as well.  Finally, under Activity 12, 
related to hiring quality IT staff, Bill encouraged changing the wording to “hiring, promotion, and 
internal development,” to support a variety of options.  It is important to work on all fronts, building 
existing staff up, and working with HR on better hiring practices and a clearer understanding of 
the needs of modern technology workers; for example, telecommuting should not be a bad word. 
It would also help to promote best practices and to have a competency based training program 
developed as a system.  Maybe @ONE could provide an online training program with a 
professional development certificate in the area of digital literacy for Academic Deans and 
Presidents.  Anna thought that could be done if the subject matter expertise was offered by  

CISOA.  Wording could be added to Activity 13, “Provide digital literacy training to college leaders 
and offer a professional development certificate.”   Jay also suggested outreach from TTAC to the 
HR groups, and perhaps addition of an HR person to the TTAC Charter be considered.  Anna 
suggested that working on writing and sharing technology job descriptions across the system 
could be beneficial as well.  

Members felt that something should be done with respect to the paper chase in the system.  
There are document management systems that can help with work flow, and that is an area that 
needs attention.  Bill is implementing a system called OnBase which is part of IT but is embedded 
around campus in the systems to analyze business practices in DSPS, financial aid, and so on, to 
work with document retrieval, coupled with Apex fillable signature.  He noted that it will probably 
be a ten year project to update business practices.  There is also a problem with lack of digital 
literacy of staff to fill the system; there is the need for a business analyst position that is part of IT 
but that can also understand financial aid.  Bill is able to work on these issues because Mt. SAC  

is big, but he is also hoping to be able to work the bugs out and provide it as a model system 
wide.  

Under Goal C local priorities should include be included along with statewide priorities.  Activity 
15 suggests establishing an advisory body that would provide governance and oversight in the 
area of data and data analytics.  This is because requests will come in from other state agencies 
and groups regarding potential uses of the data and there will be a need for a group that is able to 
set requirements and review research requests like an IRB for human subject research.  The 
wording could be changed to, “Establish or designate an advisory body to provide governance 
and oversight,” since it could be a task given to an existing body.  

A suggestion was made to also have a Goal D related to Cyber Security.  Information Security 
was a compelling issue raised at the retreat and there is money being requested for it; it makes 
sense to have a plan for security as well.  Bill suggested having Jeff Holden come up with 
appropriate draft goals, strategies, and activities for a large cyber security goal.  This is a major 
concern for the CCCs; most colleges surveyed in 2013 felt that their information security 
programs were immature and the vast majority did not have even one staff person dedicated to 
security.  Higher education is a big target and the CCC is a fairly weak one.  Our counterparts at 
CSU have an information security officer and a team on every campus.  Last year within our 
system it was reported in the media that 35,000 records were lost.  Joe Moreau noted that with 
about 1.3M social security numbers stored in the SIS on his campus, and an average cost of 
$145 per record to remediate a breach, the resulting cost would be over $188M if there was a 
significant breach.  At Mt. SAC they are aware of over 200 attempts every day to either breach or 
convince others to provide information from within the campus.  It is a real and serious issue and 
as a result, it is important to build security awareness on campuses, make sure that staff 
members who deal with PII are trained every year, and implement the security standard for the 
system.  
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Action Item: Make suggested wording revisions to each of the goal areas and work with Jeff 
Holden to develop Goal D related to Cyber/Information Security.  

Education Planning Initiative (EPI):   

David Shippen, provided an overview of the scope of the EPI using a diagram from 2008 outlining 
the lifecycle of the student while explaining how various aspects of EPI connect into that lifecycle. 
Currently there are nine pilot colleges and four are deep into implementation; none of them are up 
and running with students yet, that is expected in late November and December.  Those pilots are 
creating a record of lessons learned, along with code that can be leveraged by Banner, 
Colleague, and other schools.  

EPI has $6M in funding for each of five years, the project underspent in the first two years, but 
has caught up this year.  The base infrastructure for the portal is now in place and the team is 
working on completing the portal and getting a block of colleges on board.  There will be 
orientation tools (developed by the colleges) and career exploration tools (the RFP is due soon).  
The emphasis is on college configurable portlets so that local colleges can get what they want 
and the project can foster an environment of creativity.  There will be several alternate paths to 
the portal and portlets which will allow colleges to incorporate use into their college environment 
in a variety of ways.  

There are a number of Education Planning and support tools that the project is responsible for.  
The contract for Starfish by Hobsons has been signed and includes a Degree Planner and an 
integrated Degree Audit Tool.  There is also an Early Alert and Retention tool that came as a 
bonus.  The project will be supporting online planning, student engagement, and wrap around 
guidance services, and will be supporting colleges with or without tools.  Colleges may decide to 
remain with their existing education planning and degree audit tools, and still make use of the 
student portal and Starfish for retention.  

EPI is also involved with various connections with C-ID, ASSIST, Curriculum Inventory, and 
etranscripts.  The first version of C-ID is no longer supported and version 2.0 is in the design 
phase.  ASSIST Next Gen now has APIs in place and EPI will be supporting integration when the  

CSU completes version 2.0.  The Chancellor’s Office Curriculum Inventory system supported by 
Governet is obsolete and version 2.0 is in the design phase.  Emphasis will be focused on data 
quality and web services.  A dedicated product manager has been hired to work on the ongoing 
deployment of e-transcript through the end of 2015.  Steps are being taken toward: a California 
etranscript standard, a student ordering portlet, and a potential RFP.  At this point communication 
and rumor control are important so that colleges get accurate information about all aspects of the 
project.  Next steps will involve ongoing pilot operations and then analysis of how to refine the 
process for phase two.  

David provided a quick demonstration of the portal as it exists in development now.  The portal is 
being built using an iterative development process on secure and scalable infrastructure so that it 
can expand quickly for peaks and troughs of use.  It has been extensively student-tested.  The 
main content supplied to students is presented in a center area carousel of checklist boxes.  
These are items that are either required of students or recommended to them.  Each of the 
checklist boxes contains links out to tasks for the student to complete and a progress bar that fills 
in as they are completed; the progress bar was specifically added based upon student input.  
Administrative tools for the college allow the content of the checklists, number of checklists, etc. 
to all be entirely configurable.  The design is responsive so that the portal is accessible on 
iPhones, laptops, etc.  There is also a pin board app launcher with links out to portlets or sites, 
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this is also configurable by the institutions and acts as a consolidated list of tools and resources 
that can be searched and saved by the student for easy reference.  

Jay noted that the pilot process at San Francisco City College with fifteen counselors working on 
it has been very interesting and is resulting in a lot of business process conversations about how 
services are offered.  Hobsons has been very good and they are working on data integration with 
Banner.  Jay is hoping to wrap up this phase of preparation work by the end of December and be 
able to pilot with students next semester.  

There are many lessons that are being learned from the pilot college experiences; members of 
the Steering Committee and the team are very aware of the need to focus on business 
processes.  Almost all colleges in the system currently don’t do degree audit until a student is 
ready for graduation.  Changes are needed to be able to do the degree audit earlier so that 
education planning can be done.  It will be important to communicate that information about 
business process out to the system.  

Common Assessment Initiative (CAI):  

Jennifer Coleman explained that the project has been on the road giving a lot of presentations 
lately; last week they were at the RP Group Conference and then the Assessment Association 
Conference on Friday.  They are starting to get the word out, along with examples, which is 
providing stakeholders the opportunity to get complaints and suggestions into the process in time 
to make changes.  The test will cover math, English, and ESL and will be adaptive at the test-let 
level, which means that a student will start with a group of questions and his/her performance on 
those questions will determine the next set of questions presented, and so on.  Students will have 
more questions or fewer depending upon how they do.  The assessment will incorporate multiple 
measures that colleges can choose to use or not, and there will be assessment preparation as 
well.  Accessibility is a primary consideration that is being built into the platform, content, and item 
creation.  The assessment system is being developed through work with two vendors: Unicon for 
the software of the platform and administration, and Link-Systems International for the item 
content using their Worldwide Test Bank tool.  Math, English, and ESL faculty are very involved in 
all aspects of the development of test content.  

CAI has seven different work groups that have been meeting for over a year.  Prior to July groups 
were meeting singularly, but now they are being brought together so that general questions can 
be answered together.  The content area work groups originally came together around developing 
the competency maps and are now working on item development and actual test content.  The 
test development vendor, Link Systems International, has also met with the work groups twice to 
look at how test items will be developed from the competency maps.  

English and ESL met together recently to determine how they will interact within the test.  The 
work group recommendation going to the Steering Committee on Thursday is that based on 
preregistration questions students will enter the assessment for English/ESL within a combined 
test.  The exact name has not been proposed yet, but the goal is to not have the name carry the 
stigma that sometimes accompanies the “ESL” label.  The test-let adaptive model will move 
students seamlessly into or out of English and ESL as needed for that student.  This means that 
students will not need to choose the test that they take and they will still be given the questions 
that appropriately determine their competency levels.  The outcome could in certain cases 
provide a dual recommendation for placement depending upon what programs the local school 
has in place for English/ESL.  This will be a huge move forward and the work groups believe it will 
serve students better.  Dennis noted that they did an integrated model in Oregon when he was 
there and he felt that it provided for a much better system for students, especially for those with 



TTACSacramentoOctober 12, 2014  Page 9  

lower skills who no longer felt “I’m not college material,” but instead were given placements into 
appropriate courses.  

The English and ESL work groups also talked about writing samples and what will be offered to 
colleges.  They are recommending that the project put out an RFP for a technology driven 
solution which will leverage the use of existing work and prompts from the field as well as the use 
of automated grading technology going forward.  Those recommendations from the work groups 
regarding a combined test and the RFP for the writing sample will go to the Steering Committee 
on Thursday.  Local colleges would still be able to hand score writing samples if they chose to.  

The outcome of the tests for both English/ESL and math will be some kind of profile of student 
performance; it will not just be a single number.  Additionally, since placement is the purview of 
the faculty, there will be local work needed to determine placement from that profile of 
competencies.  There will also need to be local validation of that placement model.  

CAI is using the work from the Multiple Measures Assessment Project (MMAP) to inform which 
multiple measures will be offered through CCCAssess.  There is some pilot college overlap 
between CAI and MMAP and they are currently convening with regard to non-cognitive variables.  

There are twelve pilot colleges at various stages of preparation and there will be two components 
of piloting: the test and the technology.  Piloting of the test will involve data collection and 
validation, while piloting of the technology/platform will involve the student information system 
interface.  All aspects of piloting, including professional development, will involve an iterative 
process of rolling out, evaluating, and then improving for the next phase.  This will not be a static 
solution, but one that is improved upon during each step of the process regarding what works in 
terms of rollout and what resources are needed.  The pilot phase will take the better part of a year 
with item quality checks along the way.  

Currently, during fall 2015 the piloting of item quality and non-cognitive variables is taking place.   

In spring 2016 the field testing of the full test and then test validation and approval will occur.   

Release and implementation to the field beyond the pilot colleges will begin in fall 2016 for spring 
2017 placement, probably beginning with sister colleges of the original twelve pilots that want to 
come on and then expanding to other colleges in the system.  Ongoing feedback and 
development will continue throughout the phased rollout process which will fit into the 
assessment window on each campus, leading finally to success.  

Professional development will be a big piece of the CAI process and will include several important 
user groups: IT/software interface; Assessment Center staff; faculty, including counselors; and 
researchers.  There will be many local factors, and efforts are being made to leverage other 
professional development events and activities so that stakeholders do not need to attend 
separate events to learn more about the project and the process.  Professional development will 
happen through a number of different models including synchronous, asynchronous, and 
targeting geographically isolated colleges.  

The project is coordinating with OEI and EPI in several areas including IT considerations and 
integration into SIS, the statewide data warehouse, and the Student Success Portal (SSP).  The 
platform will be a web-based portal with delivery through EPI’s SSP or a neutral branded portal 
which will be able to be accessed at local integration points.  Serious consideration is being given 
to IT considerations because so many colleges are under staffed and over-burdened in that area.  
The primary concern is to keep everything working while bringing a mandated program to the 
entire system.  The project is looking at resources to provide from the initiative and the 
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Technology Center to help with these considerations.  The assessment that is developed will be 
software neutral and browser based.  Through the pilot phase, the project will figure out where 
the hot points are for integration with the SIS and how to provide assistance for overcoming them.  
From the very beginning of the rollout, paper and pencil versions will be available for special 
populations, as well as those campuses without computer labs.  

There are other considerations for faculty, researchers, and assessment center staff.  Faculty 
considerations include: custom placement models with algorithms for 113 colleges which provide 
not just a cut-score, but mapping to the local curriculum, class level aggregate reports, counseling 
reports with different options, and student facing reports.  Researcher considerations include local 
validation for disproportionate impact and the reports dashboard.  Finally, assessment staff 
considerations include: the platform, activating an assessment, reports, troubleshooting, and 
support services.  The monetary resources that will be provided to assist with these efforts are 
still to be determined and announced.  Currently at the pilot colleges the local implementation 
teams are being set up including: assessment center staff, faculty, IT, researchers, 
administrators, and so on.  There are also a few students that are interested in helping to inform 
the process.  

Interested stakeholders can get further information by: visiting the CCCAssess.org website, 
joining the CAI interest Listserv, watching for biweekly newsletters, and tracking the CAI 
roadshow.  It would also be helpful to add CAI to department meeting agendas and to forward 
comments, concerns, and questions to the project afterward.  

Online Education Initiative (OEI):  

Jory Hadsell explained that the focus of OEI is on student completion and the project is pulling 
together technology and resources to provide students greater access to the courses they need 
and help them through in a timely manner.  There are 24 pilot colleges participating in OEI and 
they started out in three groups of eight colleges each for: readiness, tutoring, and full launch.  
The pilots are now in two groups, the eight full launch colleges which are now offering OEI 
courses in Canvas with tutoring and readiness resources, and the other sixteen colleges which 
are offering OEI courses with tutoring and readiness support and will be on Canvas in the spring.  

The course list for OEI was built by looking at core courses needed for ADT that were also in 
highest demand and filled the quickest; seventeen course titles were selected and are listed on 
the OEI website.  OEI started with bottleneck courses, but next steps might logically involve the 
CSU and IGETC capstone courses.  The project has developed a number of resources for use by 
the project and the system.  The Course Design Rubric has been used to review 80-90 OEI 
courses.  The Quest for Success Readiness modules were developed under a Creative 
Commons license and were rolled out last spring.  The modules are hosted on the TTIP South 
server.  Online tutoring with NetTutor was also rolled out last spring and was offered through a 
contract with the Foundation providing up to 24x7 tutoring services for all pilot colleges.  That 
program has been expanded to other online courses at the original eight tutoring pilots to gather 
more data so that there are now just shy of 700 course sections where online tutoring is 
embedded in the courses.  The tutoring platform is offered free to any CCC and through ACTLA a  
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tutoring consortium is being developed.  There has also been some work on providing embedded 
basic skills support in the OEI courses.  OEI is not offering basic skills courses, but is embedding 
basic skills support in the courses where students might need them.  

The project is working on RFPs to provide plagiarism detection and online proctoring, as well as 
for a counseling platform.  Both RFPs will be due on November 2nd and the plan is to implement 
the tools in the spring.  There are also plans to put out an RFP for online counseling soon along 
with a plan to develop a trained network of counselors throughout the state with certification for 
distance counseling.  Jory is also working with the Council of Chief Librarians and the Academic 
Senate to find a way to better coordinate online resources; a work group has been formed to try 
to coordinate that partnership.  

The OEI courses will make up the body of the Exchange which will allow a swirling student to take 
an online course offered by another college if both the student’s college and the college offering 
the course are in the Exchange.  The Exchange will be piloted with the eight full launch colleges 
beginning one year from now, in fall 2016.  This will provide the opportunity to have access to 
some courses from another college, but not to complete entire programs; it will not be a 114th 
college.  The intent is to streamline the process with agreements so that students will not be 
required to go through additional steps for enrollment to take one or two classes to complete their 
degree; those business processes are what is being agreed upon among the eight pilot colleges.  
In terms of the current timeline, the Consortium kickoff meeting pulling together representatives 
from all 24 pilot colleges will happen on October 21st in Sacramento.  The Consortium will provide 
governance for the operational processes for the Exchange.  In spring 2016 all 24 pilot colleges 
will be offering OEI courses in Canvas with the resources built in.  In the fall of 2016, the eight full 
launch colleges will pilot the Exchange and will learn a lot about the process, then in the spring of 
2017 all 24 colleges will move into the Exchange.  Beyond that, in fall of 2017 the Exchange will 
be opened to other colleges to join if they wish to do so.  

Steve Klein explained that it was a long process of nearly a year for the selection of the CCMS 
but it ended with a nearly unanimous decision to select Canvas in February of this year.  There 
were many stakeholders involved, and both faculty and students were quite pleased with what 
they saw in the demonstrations and interviews.  Since then the contract has been signed and 
ratified and the project is supporting colleges using Canvas in various ways.  The primary focus is 
on the eight pilot colleges currently implementing Canvas with OEI courses.  The implementation 
has gone fairly smoothly.  There are now about twenty colleges in the system using Canvas.  
Steve anticipates that after three years about half of the colleges in the system will be using 
Canvas.  One of the benefits for colleges that choose to do a full Canvas adoption, in addition to 
the support for pilot colleges and the resources and activities, is that the initiative can cover 100% 
of the cost for Canvas, at least through the 2018/19 academic year.  Although what happens at 
the end of a grant is never certain, the project anticipates continued funding and support to 
achieve the goals in the RFA.  The project is allowing colleges to have 18 months to transition off 
of their existing CMS and to complete the full transition; the intention is not for colleges to run 
several CMSs.  The contract provides faculty and administration with support and training; 
evening and weekend phone support are built in.  There are also partners at @ONE providing 
additional support.  

Colleges should have extensive conversations on their campuses while deciding whether to make 
the transition to Canvas, so they understand what is involved and what the benefits are to 
adopting Canvas, while also understanding that it does help the greater effort.  This does not 
involve choosing a platform for a year or two; this is a selection process that took into 
consideration a CMS that will sustain the system for ten years or more.  It is a big choice that 
campuses are making and one that needs to involve some long range visioning.  The project has 
provided a webpage with resources to support having that extended conversation.  



TTACSacramentoOctober 12, 2014  Page 12  

At this point the technical elements of the Exchange are starting to be built.  The first 
development sprint is underway and involves OEI working with Lou DelZompo and the 
Technology Center.  The reciprocity agreements among the eight full launch pilot colleges must 
be finalized, including defining what it means to determine residency status, financial aid, and so 
on.  There is a large continuum of what the Exchange will include; the first release will be for the 
easiest agreements that can be formalized through a data exchange, while one of the last might 
be financial aid considerations.  This is a long term development product.  

There are three ways that colleges can make use of OEI resources:  

• A college may not want Canvas, and not want to participate in the course Exchange, but 
does want to use project resources: tutoring, readiness, etc.  

• A college may want Canvas, and project resources, but not be sure that they want to 
participate in the course Exchange, or  

• A college may want Canvas, participation in the Exchange, and also wants to use project 
resources.  

All three levels of participation are supported and encouraged by OEI, and there are colleges 
engaged at all of these levels.  

OEI is committed to full accessibility.  One of the key elements of CMS selection was concern that 
it met the highest accessibility standards and Canvas has a team that is making improvements 
around functionality for accessibility.  Additionally the course design rubric process includes a full 
accessibility review with Jayme Johnson.  One of the specifications for tutoring was full 
accessibility and while none of the vendors was truly compliant, the project is working with 
NetTutor on enhancements to make sure that they meet the needs of disabled students.  They 
are partners with OEI and have expanded their support areas, and their training aligns with 
ACTLA standards, OEI has been satisfied with NetTutor’s responsiveness so far.  They are 
offering 60 hours of staggered tutoring per subject, and if a student with a disability calls or 
connects online they will get full services for those subjects in those areas when they call.  Math 
and English tutoring is offered 24 x 7.  Anna explained that Zoom is being used internally (not 
with students) although it is not yet accessible, because they offer a better video conferencing 
solution than Blackboard for the long term.  She noted that Blackboard’s existing accessible 
product is not going to be supported in the future and Zoom is working to make their product 
100% accessible, which is why TTIP South is working with them.  Accessibility is part of the 
primary conversation with every resource that is investigated.  Jory explained that OEI works with 
Jayme Johnson and Sean Keegan on RFPs to make sure that accessibility standard WCAG AA 
2.0 is met; this is particularly important for proctoring, it is not acceptable to have issues when a 
student is taking a test.  

John Freitas and Dolores Davison expressed concerns about the incoherence of the messages in 
the field regarding Canvas adoption.  Some people are hearing “four years free”, which is not 
true.  Some campuses are ignoring the ability to continue their existing CMS during the 18 month 
transition period and instead planning to shut off the existing CMS as quickly as possible to save 
money; it is important to have a clear message about ensuring the quality of online instruction 
rather than just having a push to make it happen quickly.  The communication going out to CISOs 
and CTOs needs to make it clear that the transition time is there.  On the other hand there are 
other campuses that are putting out the message that colleges can have some faculty switch to 
Canvas and others don’t need to transition at all because the college will be able to just keep both 
CMS, and that is not true unless the college wants to pay for both.  OEI will pay for Canvas if the 
college is moving toward transitioning; if the college intends to keep two or more systems it will 
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have to pay the negotiated rate for Canvas, OEI will not cover the cost.  Tim Calhoon explained 
that the Technology Center just got a large email list from TTIP South that may be used to get the 
message out directly to faculty system wide; recipients will be able to opt out if they choose.  

The project understands that $10M in funding is ongoing, and while the grant period is five years, 
that simply means that the initiatives are up for renewal at that point, with the existing agent, or 
with someone else.  At that point the funding would not go away, even if it went to another 
grantee.  Bill noted that there was budget act language that came with the money that mandated 
having a CCMS, so having a subsidized CMS is unlikely to go away.  

Student Perspective:  

Travis Childress, who has been a CCC student at Fresno City College for a little over a year, and 
is a Veteran who was an IT guy for eleven years with the Air Force, brought his experience and 
perspective to the committee.  He noted that he has heard good things about TTAC and the work 
they have done and are doing to upgrade infrastructure and connect things together.  The biggest 
issue for students with respect to IT is that they want wireless accessibility to work flawlessly and 
immediately.  Travis has seen issues with wireless at his college and thought that although it is 
counterintuitive, bandwidth and session limitations could help speed up access on campuses; 
rather than linking up and staying linked up all the time.  This could be a very cost effective 
solution across the system.  

Students at Fresno are excited about the transition from Blackboard to Canvas, but some are 
apprehensive about getting used to a “new complicated system,” since there was a bit of a 
learning curve with Blackboard.  How easy Canvas is to navigate on campus will determine 
whether students end up crying or cheering.  

Slow access during registration is very frustrating for students.  Currently at Fresno it can take 3-4 
hours to get through to register.  Having ease of access for registration is very important to 
students.  

Bill explained that when you try to have 30 people in a room all go on wireless at the same time, it 
won’t work; you can’t change the laws of physics.  Wireless is not a panacea.  It is useful to have 
wireless availability spots, but to also provide hardwired connections in classrooms, particularly 
for high bandwidth applications.  As a system it would be helpful to put out an information piece 
about the challenges and opportunities of wireless access on college campuses.  Wireless 
access is an issue that will continue to grow.  More people are coming on campus with multiple 
devices that all log in automatically after they have been set up which uses up bandwidth rapidly.  

Professional Development:  

Anna Stirling provided an overview of the Professional Learning Network, PLN, (formerly called 
the Professional Development Clearinghouse) that TTIP South has been working on with IEPI.  It 
is not live yet, but she was able to provide a preview of activities that will be possible when it is 
complete.  This will be a location to: gather resources, make connections, find speakers, look at a 
calendar of conferences, and so on.  MyPD will be a feature for faculty, staff, etc. to develop their 
own professional development plan.  The regional summits last November found this was a 
feature that attendees, especially adjunct faculty, thought was highly desirable.  They can identify 
what skills and competencies they want to develop over the next year and use this location to 
establish those goals, and keep track as competencies are acquired.  

Users will be able to see resources from other schools, and anybody from the system will be able 
to add information and content to the site; individuals and colleges could submit things to be 
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reviewed.  Additionally, there would be the option to connect with peers and to develop 
communities of practice, as well as to facilitate conversations in webinars, institutes, and training 
events.  Local, regional, and statewide professional development events could be added to the 
calendar which will be searchable by topic, date, and location.  There would also be certain 
sections where the various initiatives could place content and resources.  It would also allow 
users to search for speakers from particular projects or initiatives to come speak on their campus.  

@ONE has partnered with Grovo as a content provider to help provide micro-training, a series of 
short videos with questions for the PLN.  This provides for a short information delivery option with 
a check for understanding built into it.  @ONE and Grovo are working on some accessibility 
training as part of the course review process.  It includes how to write better alt tags, how to 
check for color contrast and other things like that.  Currently the Grovo video player is only 
accessible in full screen, (the captions are under the video when not in full screen) but they have 
been told that is not acceptable.  Anna also met with Linda.com last week regarding partnering; 
she will meet with them again next week to see if it will be feasible.  They are working with Grovo 
to try to find a way to offer official recognition for Flex credit or pay advance; right now they are 
using a proprietary product, but @ONE would like to find a better solution.  Linda.com uses an 
open source Mozilla solution.  The goal is to have the ability to display that information, along with 
the metadata (what it was, how many hours, etc.) behind the badge, when people complete 
courses.  

The existing Blackboard conferencing product is accessible, but BB is revising it and the new 
product is not accessible, and the one that is currently in use will potentially not be available after 
the end of this year.  Therefore, TTIP South is working with Zoom to make sure that platform is 
completely accessible so that depending on what happens with Blackboard Collaborate, the 
system will still have an accessible tool.  There are times that TTIP South chooses to work with 
solutions for a period of time to see if there is a way to make them 100% accessible.  

@ONE is working with OEI on two primary focuses: involvement in the course design review and 
the Canvas migration process.  The Introduction to Teaching with Canvas course will go live 
October 19th.  There will be both facilitated and self-paced versions available.  There will be four 
live “Canvas Conversations” offered that will be available under the community college license at 
Canvas deployment.  There will also be regional “Train the Trainers for Canvas Introduction” that 
will be offered as face-to-face workshops for pilot schools before December; the intent is to have 
two trainers from each pilot school.  

There will be six northern sessions of “Applying the OEI Course Design Rubric” over the next 
couple of months; previous sessions were in the south and @ONE is alternating locations.  Dates 
for those sessions will be on the website; interested people should contact Anna.  These sessions 
will introduce the rubric and how colleges can use it locally if they want to before going through 
with OEI.  Right now there are over 70 courses that have gone through some stage of review; 
those with remaining issues to be addressed all have to do with accessibility.  The rubric is very 
deep and in order to meet it, the WCAG 2.0 standard must be met.  Meeting that standard can be 
difficult especially with older courses with some inaccessible features.  Jayme is working with 
faculty members to get them up to the standard.  

@ONE has been providing a lot of support to OEI and is now looking at ways to provide support 
to EPI and CAI with webinars, and partnering with the Technology Center for informational 
videos.  

Meeting Summary and Action Items:  
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1) Support the Budget Change Proposal in technology and get information so that when the 
Governor’s January budget comes out TTAC is ready to move forward  

2) Develop the Tech Plan during the year, including background and visionary information   

3) Schedule the February TTAC meeting and agenda; include looking at the draft Tech Plan  

4) Align the Tech Plan with the Chancellor’s Office Strategic Plan when it comes out  

5) Refine the goals, strategies, and activities from last year’s retreat to use this year to flesh 
out the plan  

6) Update the charter including the charge and mission of TTAC and then integrate into the 
Tech Plan   

7) Use techplan.org to keep current so that there is a historical record of the vision behind 
the work of TTAC 

Adjournment:  

The meeting was adjourned at 3:03pm.   


