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Telecommunications and Technology Advisory Committee Meeting 
Monday February 1, 2016 

CCC Chancellor’s Office Sacramento  
TTAC Members Present: Bill Scroggins (online), Brian Miller, Dean Nevins, Dolores Davison, 
Erik Schearer, Gregg Atkins, Gregory Anderson (online), Jay Field, John Freitas, Mandy Davies, 
Paul Bishop (online), Tim Kyllingstad (online), Travis Childress (online), Wei Zhou (online), and 
Wendy Bass.  
 
Chancellor’s Office and Staff: Theresa Tena, Gary Bird, Eric Skinner, Pam Walker, Tim 
Calhoon, Anna Stirling, Joseph Moreau, Pat James (online), Jeff Holden, David Shippen, Jennifer 
Coleman, Lou Delzompo, Rico Bianchi, Steve Klein, Cindy McCartney and Caryn Albrecht. 
 
Opening: Theresa Tena called the meeting to order at 10:09 am.  Attendees introduced 
themselves. 
 
Minutes: 
There were no changes or corrections to the minutes of the meeting on October 12, 2015.  Dean 
Nevins moved to approve the minutes, Jay Field seconded the motion.  The minutes were 
approved unanimously. 
 
Chancellor’s Office and System Update: 
There is one more Board of Governors meeting with Chancellor Harris before his departure.  In 
the short term highlights of pressing interest include: accreditation with some recommendations 
being brought back, ideas for the Workforce Task Force being shared, and the selection of a new 
Chancellor.  The selection committee has been secured and the process has been discussed.  
The screening committee is reviewing applications.  There is a lot of intense interest in getting the 
new Chancellor on board soon after Chancellor Harris’ departure.  Eric emphasized that the 
Chancellor’s Office has had good leadership and there is a strong desire to keep that going.  
Theresa will be looking toward a focus on the System Strategic Plan and trying to get that moving 
in connection with the arrival of the new Chancellor and in conjunction with TTAC’s work on the 
Tech Plan.  Eric noted that a lot of the Student Success work was first envisioned by TTAC, this 
group helps to chart the course of where the CCC goes as a system in working with infrastructure 
and leveraging the scale of the system.  The search for a new head of TRIS is in the final stages 
and Theresa is hoping that selection will be announced in February 
 
TTIP Augmentation Discussion: 
The Chancellor’s Office was successful in securing $3M for data security and is now looking to 
see how those resources should be deployed.  It has been very helpful to have the benefit of 
working with a woman at the Department of Finance with a wide breadth of experience; she can 
provide an open perspective and help initiate conversations.  There was not a lot of pushback or 
questioning on the items identified for augmentation; Theresa is optimistic the data security 
funding will make its way into the final budget.  There was also $5M for Zero Textbook Degrees; 
the office is expecting some kind of RFA process.  When language and more details are available 
in the trailer bill, those will be shared. 
 There were no augmentations for the other items requested: strengthened network, library, video 
conferencing, and so on.  Theresa asked TTAC to provide a sense of prioritization and strategic 
approach for going back and putting together a request for May.  She felt that particularly with the 
network, there is some receptivity toward going back with the request.  She asked for more 
information about how some of the other pieces have evolved that should be taken into 
consideration in May.  Please send Theresa an email later with further ideas and details if they 
are not available today. 
 
Gregg explained that library projects in the UCs and CSUs have been moving toward cloud 
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based resources and the CCC has proposed to do the same.  There would be some benefits to 
this; currently each campus is spending between $35,000- 50,000 in ongoing maintenance to 
simply support the existing systems, not including staff costs which can be considerable.  With 
eighty different systems in use, that is close to $4M year in maintenance costs which, could 
retained by colleges if the CCC took a statewide approach to an Integrated Library System (ILS).  
Buying systems are about $350,000-500,000 each and they have to be replaced every seven to 
eight years.  If just ten are purchased a year, the system is spending $3.5-5M a year on acquiring 
them and a library isn’t possible without them.  A statewide library system can take those 
resources from in silos and make them available to everyone; this is a key benefit that the CCC 
wants to take advantage of. 
 Many states are doing this, and with cloud technology it is even easier to do.  A student at 
Lassen would be able to use resources available at other colleges throughout the system.  Using 
this collaborative approach will also help colleges to develop their collections.  The CCC System 
is behind the UCs and CSUs.  Our students are at multiple colleges and are interacting with three 
or four different library systems; we need to develop the system to share resources so that they 
are only interacting with one system.  This is the direction the system needs to go.  The ILS is the 
major and most important part of this proposal which includes analysis of the data that we have, 
as well as training costs, migration costs and ongoing costs.  A small piece of the proposal is to 
acquire a second data base with a discovery tool which takes all of the system resources and 
knits them together into a more effective search tool at a cost of $1/2M.  The libraries are willing 
to work together in this way because they see that it will be more effective.  The sharing of 
resources either digital or print in a statewide system enables someone to identify where the 
resource is located, which for a print resource doesn’t help a student with a paper due tomorrow, 
but with more lead time those resources can be moved around more efficiently than can be done 
today. 
 
Theresa was especially interested in new costs to get systems established as well as estimates 
of ongoing costs; is there anything to share about other systems that have done this kind of 
project?  Is there one system in use now or still a variety?  Gregg noted that CSU just signed a 
contract with Ex Libris to provide one system to all twenty-three campuses and as of January 1st 
the CCC’s have the ability to ask to piggyback on that contract.  Joe noted that the Council of 
Chief Librarians have been promoting this strategy for a while regardless of funding, he wondered 
if there was one system that seemed to be rising to the top.  Gregg felt that the system is still 
looking at a variety of tools.  A number have gone with OCLC project but the feedback is not good 
on that.  Interestingly, EBSCO has just purchased an open source product.  Their idea is to 
provide the tool and sell the maintenance; that is something to be explored.  Gregg will review 
information from the four main options that seem capable of doing the work and send it to Gary.  
It would have to go out to an RFP and Tim offered Technology Center help with that as before.  
Lou also suggested looking at the possibility of doing an internal build. 
 
Bill suggested looking at mass communication emergency notification systems.  These would 
provide the ability during an emergency to have a locally managed, sustainable system for 
sending voice or text messages inexpensively enough to be in any area of campus.  It would run 
on a local fiber optic system so that the campus doesn’t have to rely on outside text message 
systems.  For those with concerns about campus security, it would be helpful to look into a 
resource like that.  Wei agreed that would be a good system to look at. 
 Another item to look at would be a productivity tool to help with the mountain of paperwork that 
the records office or financial aid office deals with on a regular basis.  OnBase is an archiving tool 
being integrated with Apex Utility at Mt. SAC to provide for fillable forms and electronic 
signatures.  It helps campuses trying to convert as much as possible to a paperless environment 
which streamlines effective practices and with standardizing forms.  It also helps simplify the 
approval process.  Productivity tools might not be a high priority for the state, but Bill believes that 
a cost benefit analysis would show that they would pay for themselves.  These productivity tools 
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are accepted by CO categorical programs for reporting.  Additionally, the Chancellor’s Office 
could integrate the online submission of data through these forms which would really help even if 
it just generated a standard paper form that was mailed back.  Bill encouraged adoption of 
something like that to be used for submission of compliance forms and processes by the CO.  
Lou noted that OnBase also has a really good reputation with a product for integrating into the 
transcript acquisition process.  It converts a paper transcript into data that systems can access.  
Apex is a generally available product that can be programmed for just about any use; it is not so 
much a specific product as a programming tool.  David thought it might be useful to use OnBase 
and Apex to create an ecosystem for creating better business processes.  Theresa suggested 
that these tools be brought to the attention of the Institutional Effectiveness Partnership Initiative.  
She also mentioned that Eric Skinner initiated a PER Team visit for the Chancellor’s Office 
sometime in March.  The Partnership Resource team works with institutions that request 
assistance in coming up with a plan to increase effectiveness.  Mandy liked the ideas of change 
management and efficiencies that could be gained in workflows through the use of productivity 
tools.  She also like standalone tools like the one for the library and the emergency response 
messaging system they are all good ideas, however, she also thought there should be a broader 
conversation at the Retreat about how all of the statewide initiatives come together and the path 
forward.  
 
Tim Calhoon spoke about the importance of the circuit upgrade.  Internet usage is going to 
increase dramatically and the system has been moving to 1 Gig circuits; the proposal is to go to 
10 Gig circuits so that there will be enough bandwidth to get at least 10 years of sufficient 
capacity.  Joe agreed, explaining that the CCC is always playing catch up with circuit capacity 
and it is an extraordinary limiting factor; now is a good time to get out ahead.  Jay noted that 
some projects are campus specific, but circuit capacity and other projects for the whole CCC 
system benefit everyone.  He would like to see more security resources generated out of the 
Technology Center that are funded to have capacity to benefit the whole system.  Gregg pointed 
out that one of the lacks in current library services is that they cannot accommodate tablets; once 
that is possible the larger circuit capacity will be critical there as well.  Accessibility is another 
area of focus that everyone could benefit from that really needs some focus, and that a variety of 
people need to be involved with. 
 
Lou encouraged TTAC to look at the overall system to move away from isolation in thinking, lack 
of standards, and a multiplicity of products, and instead to look at breaking down the tendency to 
think in silos.  David thought that the link from curriculum to accreditation in workflow and lifecycle 
should also be investigated.  Theresa suggested that both topics be incorporated into the TTAC 
Retreat discussion later in the agenda. 
 
Members discussed the fact that the three initiatives are building and contracting for deliverable 
products; is there a stable funding source for those products?  Dolores noted that some colleges 
are not adopting because they believe the funding will go away and they don’t want to go the 
effort of changing systems, and then have to do it again.  The committee discussed the fact that 
to the extent that anything in the budget is permanent those funds are intended to be.  It is 
possible for terrible budget cuts to happen, like they did in 2009/10 and 2011/12, so it is 
understandable for colleges to be concerned, but in general those funding resources are intended 
to be ongoing.  Joe explained that without augmented funding OEI will still be able to subsidize 
Canvas at 55%, and in the worst case scenario colleges would need to pay about $3 per FTE.  
Dolores strongly encouraged OEI and the other initiatives to do a better job of getting the word 
out regarding the likelihood of future funding and the cost savings available.  Tim Calhoon 
reminded the group that CCCApply is free for the system now which came from CENIC 
renegotiating a contract with AT&T; Canvas will end up being in the same kind of place.  Pat 
pointed out that OEI is saving approximately $7.5 M for the system; that is the benefit of having 
statewide leverage.  It also enables the system to pull together information and resources that 
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can be used by everyone.  The library piece should also save money system-wide, so Pat would 
also like that to be part of the bigger picture of what is being done with technology. 
 
System-wide Circuit Upgrade Update- CENIC: 
Tim Calhoon reported that there have been circuit upgrades at fifty-two colleges, with sixty-four 
on order and there are about ten districts that need additional network planning before their 
upgrades can be completed.  Seventy-seven off site centers have been approved with twenty-
nine funded circuits, twenty seven in process, nineteen still to be evaluated and followed up on, 
one on hold due to construction at Orange CCD, and one circuit that is co-located with Orange.  
That is the current status.  Tim and Gary have been pushing to get better program management 
and at the last meeting Louis Fox promised that some kind of tracking system would be put in 
place by the next meeting. 
 Tim and Gary analyzed the usage throughout the system and found that there hasn’t been a 
single college in the system where usage isn’t increasing dramatically.  They were able to identify 
more and more sites that need 10 Gig circuits because the 1 Gig circuits are maxing out.  
Members asked if there was any way to look at usage to check for districts that had unusually 
high usage compared to others the same size.  CENIC doesn’t provide breakouts that way, but 
Tim thought there would be no reason to expect dramatic differences, there is simply more 
internet usage as colleges, and students make use of services.  (At the residential colleges in the 
CSU and UC with dormitories, overall Netflix is the biggest use as would be expected.)  Anna 
noted that there are instructors that use Netflix for part of their instructional content and that is 
increasing.  If colleges are looking to upgrade to 10 Gig circuits they are asked to meet 
requirements set out by SAC regarding ways to restrict use and not allow unlimited access that 
do not impact educational use. 
 Students are much more video based in all aspects and video is a lot of the bandwidth use; it 
would be a great boon to have video streaming for our libraries.  The Consortium that the League 
and the Council of Chief Librarians runs is now including video stream processes.  Any 
information source now includes video, and it is often legitimately used in the workplace as well.  
There is a plug-in for 3CMedia Solutions with close to 35,000 videos, and this year it will be 
moved to a streaming solution. 
 
Progress Report on Curriculum Inventory System and C-ID: 
The scope of EPI includes work on updating C-ID and the Chancellor’s Office Curriculum 
Inventory (CO-CI).  C-ID 1.0 is not sustainable or patchable so the Chancellor’s Office and EPI 
are coordinating the various constituencies SAAC, CIO, ASCCC, Mt. SAC and others to work on 
developing a platform for C-ID 2.0.  The RFP “Bonitasoft” workflow tool is nearly complete.  
Discovery and 30 baseline workflows are complete as well as the MVP/full feature roadmap 
workflows.  Sprint 0 is underway establishing frameworks with successive three week sprints to 
follow.  A release burndown report comparing planned, completed, and remaining work is 
planned for April 1st.  That report will provide perspective on the ability of the development team 
to estimate how much work they can accomplish in each sprint.  The Technology Center is 
currently providing maintenance of the C-ID 1.0 system since it was abandoned by the developer.  
Lou did the necessary reverse engineering needed to determine how it operated. 
 
The baseline scope of work included: develop web services like API so that CCC and vendor 
software systems can access data sets for online education planning and degree audit, work with 
C-ID and ASSIST to develop a platform for articulation, and develop web services that give 
student facing applications access to information required for education planning.  Unanticipated 
work now includes: support and maintain C-ID 1.0 until 2.0 is deployed, support ASSIST API’s 
connected to 1.0, build bridge input screens for C-ID 2.0 until ASSIST Next Gen is ready, and 
update APIs for C-ID 2.0/ASSIST Next Gen.  These are challenging tasks since the team is trying 
to design API and workflows without knowing what ASSIST Next Gen will look like.  Right now the 
process will be back-ended with C-ID and that will be swapped out when ASSIST Next Gen is 
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ready. 
 Pam emphasized that everything curriculum related (C-ID, ASSIST, etc.) should all come from 
the “mother ship” of Curriculum Inventory, it doesn’t make sense that data is coming from three 
different places.  It is really important that there should only be one piece of curriculum for every 
course, not three different ones.  Right now the CO-CI, the MIS, the college CI and the course 
catalog all can have different views/versions; that must change.  We need to decide that no 
matter which vendor is used they must produce a curriculum document that is part of our 
standard so that it can be interchanged correctly and machine learning can be applied.  It should 
be built so that CO staff look for exceptions on approval to curriculum, rather than look at 
everything that is submitted.  Dolores cautioned that in no way shape or form should the 
technology drive the curriculum.  Lou agreed and explained that when the curriculum is done, the 
form it is put in must be standardized. 
 
For development of the CO-CI there are three elements to be coordinated: data harmony, 
applications, and deployment.  A Steering Committee including the CIO Community and an eight 
college team is in place to guide the effort.  A prototype is now complete, software development is 
underway, and schedules for sprint reviews will go out this week.  There will be an MVP/full 
roadmap review this week and a release burndown report will be available April 1st.  Coordination 
with the Steering Committee on deployment is ongoing and the next major step will be to involve 
the vendors who support local CI systems to kick off the college data exchange project which is a 
non-functioning piece of the existing product.  The roadmap is aiming for a cut over by June since 
that is the end of the Governet contract.  This continues to be a process of build, pilot, and test.  It 
is really important to be able to transition across cleanly. 
 
This is intended to be a vendor agnostic tool and Rachel Stamm will be talking to the existing 
vendors in the college space.  Pam emphasized that we don’t care what vendor the colleges use, 
as long as the college product talks to the Chancellor’s Office system.  Currently there are some 
vendors that can’t integrate, so colleges have to enter in the data and then go back and re-input 
everything.  Lou noted that if the system was built the right way, there is quite a bit more that 
could be done to make it even better.  Dean thought that philosophically a common system might 
be a logical progression, but at this point the goal is having the systems be able to work together. 
 
Budget Adjustment for CAI and EPI: 
Late in 2015 the Chancellor’s Office realized that EPI was taking on some unanticipated costs 
involved with C-ID and the CO-CI, and CAI had lower costs than anticipated with development of 
a Common Assessment tool rather than buying an off the shelf product.  As a result, the BOG 
changed the allocation going forward from $8M for CAI and $6M for EPI, so that CAI will now be 
allocated $6M each remaining year and EPI will be allocated $8M.  Money was not transferred, 
the allocations were changed.  Theresa explained that there is very specific language regarding 
any savings from the initiatives going back into SSSP, but those savings have not yet been 
determined or realized. 
 
Report-Out on Budgets for OEI, EPI, and CAI: 
The OEI budget is in great shape and holding steady at this point.  Some money was carried over 
from the first couple of years.  Now that the CMS licensing has occurred and the rapid and 
significant adoption of Canvas is underway, that carry over is being spent.  The project will be 
looking at a possible budget augmentation for 2017/18 if OEI wants to continue subsidizing the 
total cost.  That augmentation would be about $3.5M.  Without augmentation, OEI would still be 
able to sustain most of the costs, but would need to enter into a cost sharing arrangement of 
about $3 per FTE per year as a cost estimate.  The OEI team will get together with the 
Technology Center to look at budget development; at this point it looks like they will have money 
for pretty close to full build out for the colleges.  Lou suggested that OEI might also look at 
revisiting contracting for total build out and possibly renegotiating the total cost. 
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Close to every penny of the EPI funding is budgeted.  Budget at completion is equal to cost 
estimate at completion.  David acknowledged that there are significant risks to being budgeted 
that closely.  The biggest cost is contractor services which would be reduced if there were more 
grant funded positions.  Contractors work at an hourly rate and cost more money per hour, and 
when a contractor attends a conference, there is a significant cost since they bill for that time.  
The net result is that it is about twice as expensive to have contractors, so David will be working 
to try to accelerate hires of grant funded positions.  The cost of Hobsons is also significant but 
purchase of software as a service does avoid some capital outlay.  There was about $2M carried 
forward from last year but that has been budgeted.  Unanticipated costs included: contributions to 
the Step:Forward campaign for communication and outreach, contribution to ASSIST Next Gen 
development and training, and increased scope in C-ID, CO-CI, and the portal. 
 David will be coordinating with the Workforce Task Force to explore their cost and scope.  He will 
also be trying to update the estimate for portal scope and effort while strengthening the cost 
management focus of vendor management.  There is a backlog of Starfish demand, with thirteen 
current pilot colleges and thirty-six lining up wanting to go, some of those colleges will have to be 
put off for future years.  Some colleges might be willing to share the cost, and there might be a 
price point where the schools still see it as a win to purchase for themselves. 
 Theresa asked for a breakdown of one-time versus ongoing costs for implementation, David will 
provide those later. 
 
Joe suggested that some consistent messaging regarding ongoing funding should be developed 
across the initiatives, along with suggestions for planning for possible ways to cover part of the 
costs.  Eric emphasized that whatever cost structure there is will be better than what colleges can 
get individually and the goal is to be able to spread resources as far as possible.  The message is 
that we want to help colleges get better quality for a lower price than they could do on their own. 
 
Mandy felt these topics connect naturally into retreat planning.  These initiatives were dreamed 
up on butcher paper a few years back and now the system is much farther along.  There is an 
initial windfall of resources and as a result colleges eventually rethink their original tenets and 
come up with more exciting ideas.  If we are not careful, the initiatives will end up competing with 
each other and vying with each other for resources.  There have been adjustments along the 
way, and now TTAC should come together and check in and look at what the local responsibilities 
are to contribute and so on.  This is a golden opportunity to take time to reflect and recalibrate. 
 
CAI had an allocation of $8M the first two years, and now has $6M for the last three years of the 
project.  A year ago the project made a decision to custom design a system with input from the 
field.  The result of that is that a giant piece of expected funding for vendors is now being moved 
into going forward with additional expenditures for development pieces.  The release of the 
Common Assessment to pilots is planned for the spring for field testing and in the fall for spring 
placement.  LSI development is ongoing with faculty.  There will be a chunk of funding that will be 
expended in mini-grants to colleges for the work that goes into comparing the competency maps 
that have driven the design of the assessment to the local course curriculum for the local 
placement models that will be established.  That will be a big line item that wasn’t initially in the 
budget, but is necessary going forward because it is the local implementation piece.  A lot of 
resources will be needed at 113 local colleges so going forward expenditures will move from a 
vendor line item to work that will happen locally and that is a natural and necessary transition.   
The intent has always been for this to be free or low cost, but everyone in the system recognizes 
the normal highs and lows that occur in budget cycles.  When the Common Assessment is 
complete there will no longer be a line item cost for the assessment at the local college.  At the 
system level the test will have to be maintained with item review and support of the technology 
pieces out to colleges.  CAI is trying to prepare for that support and maintenance going forward 
into the future.  For the time being, what colleges pay for an Accuplacer, Compass, or other test 
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will be able to be rolled back into other campus resources. 
 
Professional Development and Professional Learning Network: 
Anna provided an overview of progress on the soft launch of the Professional Learning Network 
(PLN).  It is set up for single sign-on so that when someone logs in to PLN they are able to take 
advantage of the Learning Academy/Grovo resources without a separate sign-on.  The soft 
launch is allowing time for the completion of My PD which allows the ability to track professional 
development, and to set goals that can be made private or public.  They are also doing 
accessibility testing on the PLN site and Grovo; there were some captioning issues with their 
videos and with keyboard accessibility.  Grovo’s roadmap has those items being completed in 
February; at that point @ONE will initiate and complete the accessible testing.   They are also in 
conversation with Lynda.com to see if they can do the same kind of thing with their courses as 
they are doing with Grovo.  Once accessibility testing is finished the full launch will occur.  They 
will be doing presentations at a number of professional development conferences in the spring, 
leading up to the Online Teaching Conference in June.  Rico encouraged everyone to sign up for 
an account to try out the resources and provide feedback during the soft launch.  Right now they 
have 15,000 licenses.  Eric was very enthusiastic about his initial view of the site, he felt that it 
would be very useful and a great place to keep your own education plan and professional 
development portfolio.  He encouraged TTAC members to take a look at PLN.ccc.co.edu and 
make recommendations for PLN 2.0.  Badging has been suggested as a potential element, but 
initial testing with faculty, staff, and one administrator didn’t indicate much interest.  It has not 
been dropped, but is not in the first version.  There are some issues that need to be worked out to 
make sure the badging platform works well. 
 
If there is anything that should be added to the calendar of activities, contact Paul Steenhausen, 
his office is screening those items.  If there is professional development content that you would 
like to submit, it will go through a peer review process to see if any modifications are needed 
before it is posted on the site.  Paul has over 100 reviewers involved in that peer review process.  
Additionally, each initiative has a section on the site where they can add resources and content 
related to professional development.  Sharing activities and content will help bring about 
integrations and potential partnerships.  Dolores reminded the committee that one of the things 
that was important to the faculty and staff was to have items vetted.  She noticed that the list of 
speakers seemed to include everyone she has ever heard of.  Anna confirmed that the current 
Speakers section contains old data, the actual items submitted through the content areas will be 
peer reviewed.  Theresa emphasized that the process is being gone over thoroughly in the 
professional development work group of Institutional Effectiveness.  There is an amazing amount 
of detail and everyone wants to ensure that the content is the high quality that we would expect to 
see.  Rico noted that after the content is reviewed, it will also be edited to ensure no grammar or 
typographical errors slip through. 
 
In order for members to express a view about particular elements in the PLN in a non-threatening 
way, rather than having a rating, it was decided to add a “like” option and entries with a higher 
number of “likes” will move higher in the listing.  In the future there will also be some kind of 
recommendation engine.  The Technology Center now has a data scientist on staff building a 
recommendation engine, Tim suggested that Rico talk to Lou when they are ready for that. 
 
Project Management Team Reports for CAI, EPI, and OEI Steering Committee Meetings: 
John Freitas asked for this item because all three initiatives had to really hit the ground running 
when they started.  The Steering Committees have been playing catch up in staying on top of the 
information management.  In speaking with his fellow Co-Chairs they agreed that they would like 
a way to get concise accurate information in one place about what has happened, what the goals 
are, what the timelines are for meeting them, and whether the project has the budget to reach 
them.  It would be helpful to have some consistency in how the project progress is reported to 



TTACSacramentoFebruary 1, 2016 Page 8 
 

TTAC and to stakeholders reporting back to their groups.  It would also be easier on the 
committees to bring a written report back to representative groups. 
 
Could some sort of standard report format be developed? 
What kinds of elements should be included? 
Should it be annual or semi-annual?  
 
Tim thought that having reports in the same format would be helpful, but he was concerned that 
very detailed reports are written on an annual basis; could those be taken advantage of as well? 
Someone else suggested that a quarterly format might work well.  Joe agreed that a template 
would be useful.  John noted that the written reports provided by the OEI Management Team at 
the last Steering Committee meeting were very helpful; the information was provided, and more 
time was available for questions and discussion.  David advocated for a standardized status 
report. 
 
John Freitas will work with the other Steering Committee Chairs, the Project Directors, and Gary 
to develop a standardized Project Management Team Report. 
 
TTAC Retreat Planning: 
In the past Patrick took input into potential topics and then worked out the agenda with Kathy 
Booth acting as a discussion facilitator.  Cindy arranges the venue and logistics.  This year she is 
looking at The Dana in San Diego.  (Kellogg West and San Ramon have been used in past 
years.)  Traditionally, the retreat has been two days, a Thursday and Friday, in late April or into 
early May. 
 
There are many potential schedule conflicts, so Gary will send out a Doodle poll to find the best 
dates for the maximum number of committee members.  After he has the dates, Cindy can finish 
setting up the logistics. 
 
Suggested potential retreat topics (name of person who suggested it): 

● Linking and coordinating the initiatives including professional development, marketing 
aspects and the path forward while collaborating not competing (Theresa and Mandy) 

● Move away from isolation in thinking, lack of standards, and a multiplicity of products, and 
instead to look at breaking down the tendency to think in silos (Lou)   

● Funding/cost, future of funding and role of the colleges (John F, Joe, and Mandy) 
● Review and reprioritize the Tech Plan (Tim) 
● Discussion of Strategic plan or what technology will look like ten years from now (Gregg) 
● Putting out an article related to “what is hot in technology” in advance  (Tim C) 
● Providing a link to a relevant TEDTalk to bring cohesion to the discussion (Joe) 
● Mobile platform and hot current technology (Lou) 
● Investigate the link from curriculum to accreditation in workflow and lifecycle (David) 
● Consider how to mobilize more involvement from other stakeholder groups beyond the 

good representation from the Senate: Council of Chief Librarians, CACRO, and CISOA, 
perhaps by putting out a set of action items at the end of the retreat. (Joe) 

● Look at a more effective use of technology in the classroom and the digital divide aspect; 
maybe it is more age and preference and less socio-economic.  (John F)  

● Data sharing and governance issues surrounding the use of the data being generated by 
technology applications utilized by our institutions (Theresa) 

● Future vision for TTAC, now that tech infrastructure, while not perfect, is pretty much a 
given for the system, and with the technology infrastructure becoming more integrated 
with the classroom and student services through the CAI, EPI and OEI, what do we 
imagine the future role of TTAC to be? (John F) 
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Student Perspective: 

Travis Childress, a CCC student at Fresno City College, who is a Veteran with eleven years of IT 
experience with the Air Force, brought his experience and perspective to the committee.  He 
noted that his local campus has been making a big push to transition from Blackboard to Canvas 
and students seem to be happier with Canvas.  Travis has also heard less grumbling about 
internet access lately.  David asked about perception of the EPI pilot at Fresno and Travis 
reported that students have had positive feedback on the initiative and feel involved.  There have 
been some bugs, but they see those getting worked out. 

Travis explained that younger students would like faculty members to use more tablets, and 
electronic resources rather than textbooks.  Those younger students coming straight from high 
school are more familiar with and expect to see the use of technology in the classroom.  They 
would rather use a laptop or tablet than a textbook at their desks.  Members asked about the 
perspective from some faculty that students don’t want to use technology.  Travis confirmed that 
in upper level courses, and with older students, there is more of a tendency to prefer less 
technology, while lower division and younger students tend to be pushing for more technology 
use.  It would make sense to look at whether the course is serving students fresh out of high 
school versus older professionals or re-entry students in order to determine the likely preference.  
Travis himself likes the ability to use Blackboard whenever he wants to check on his grades and 
where he is on a daily basis, he finds that invaluable.  Those that don’t like to use electronics are 
more likely to be older students who are resistant to change.  Younger students really do prefer 
using their phone, tablet or laptop in class.  Tim Calhoon asked if students expect a tablet to be 
provided to them as it often is K-12, and Travis confirmed that it seemed to be a recent 
expectation.  The students that use technology do tend to overuse it and are good with it.  They 
rely on it and go far with it.  The students that prefer to focus on books are a bit more malleable, 
but those that don’t use technology really struggle with online applications.  However, it is more 
related to age than socio-economic status.  Those students who have a gap in years since high 
school are more likely to struggle with technology.  

Gregg noted that libraries have been loaning laptops for a number of years, and have stepped up 
to sharing tablets and mobile hotspots as well, since many students do not have them available at 
home.  Travis thought that would be great since many students at his college are low income with 
a BOG fee waiver. 

John suggested that another topic for the retreat would be to look at a more effective use of 
technology in the classroom and the digital divide aspect; maybe it is more related to age and 
preference and less socio-economic. 

 Lou noted that 10” tablets can be purchased for $50.  Dolores has noticed that her students don’t 
seem to use tablets; they all use either laptops or phones.  Joe thought some useful information 
might be gathered by promoting college participation in the yearly EDUCAUSE survey.  Individual 
districts may also do device ownership surveys.  Jennifer noted that from an assessment 
standpoint, there is also a digital divide among the 113 college; there are different standards, 
access and so on.  CAI has been working to make sure that they are not keeping people from 
accessing the assessment.  Wendy would like to be able to have more student data when she is 
working with faculty to be able to say “this is what the students really want.” 
 
Action Items: 

● John Freitas will work with the other Steering Committee Chairs, the Project Directors, 
and Gary to develop a standardized Project Management Team Report. 

● Gary will send out a Doodle poll to find the best dates for the maximum number of 
committee members for the retreat.   
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● Gary and Theresa will take the lead on retreat planning in communication with Cindy. 
 
Adjournment: 
The meeting was adjourned at 2:12pm.  


