
 

 

WSSSC Winter Meeting 2020 

Skagit Valley College, January 30 & 31 

 

THURSDAY, JANUARY 30: 

Introductions, Welcome, and WACTC Update (Dr. Tom Keegan, President, Skagit Valley College): 

Dr. Keegan shared updates regarding the proposed Running Start legislation coming from OSPI and 

encouraged vigilance as the current proposal would be very bad for our system. 

The Workforce revenues are not hitting targets as planned.  Some grumbling has been heard from some 

business circles about increased taxes. 

Guided Pathways is a cultural intervention thing, not a series of interventions or “shiny things”.  If it is 

only the latter it will not have a lasting impact.  The culture needs to be one of equitable access and 

achievement for students.  This is work we should be doing, not an add-on.  Enrollment management 

and advising in particular are student services’ arena of influence and expertise. 

9:00-12:30pm  Building Strengths-Based Teams   Katie Hearn Zang &  
          Sharon Allen Felton 
Luca Lewis introduced our guest facilitators.  The workshop concluded with groups associating identified 
dependable strengths with the goals on the WSSSC work plan. 
 
12:30-1:15pm  Lunch           
 
1:15 – 1:45  Conference Planning     Jennifer & Robert, All 
Robert Cox and Jennifer Alt discussed the conference program, noting that there may be some space 
constraints/attendance limitations on some of the breakout sessions given the room sizes. 
 
Purchase order needed for the Hotel Murano contract.  This will be handled by SBCTC.  If attendees pay 
by check it will save WSSSC some service charges. 
 
Food is a major cost because we are taking a “universal design” approach to the menu (i.e., broad buffet 
options for all dietary needs/restrictions). 
 
There was support for the idea of restaurant gift certificate give-aways 
 
WSSSC will pick up the tab for karaoke 
 
No decision was made yet on the available king superior suites 
 
No Zoom for Council meetings 
 
Gender-neutral restrooms will be labeled as they were at the last conference (i.e., labeled by us in the 
convention center) 
 



 

 

Accessibility needs will need to be addressed at the conference (i.e., not blocking aisles, overloading 
rooms, etc.) 
 
2:15-3:40 pm  Liaison & Council reports/discussion   Liaisons, All     
   Business meeting 
 
ACC liaison reported on their meeting.  Extensive training on awareness regarding white supremacy 
groups’ activities 
 
MSSDC liaison reported that the Chief Diversity Officers in the state were advised by WACTC that they 
will need to formalize their collective relationship within the state structure (Council?  Commission?) 
 
VMSC meeting Feb. 20 at Clover Park 
 
ARC liaison reported that they did some professional development around resiliency.  Very supportive of 
the concerns raised by DSSC 
 
CESC liaison reported that the council is struggling with identity and purpose and would like some 
direction from the commission, particularly around its role relative to guided pathways.  Much 
discussion ensued regarding council structure and history and what to do about it.  A smaller group 
volunteered to meet and deliberate about possible ways forward 
 
DSSC liaison reminded the commission that the councils are responsible for soliciting and implementing 
accommodation requests for council meetings.  Regarding ctcLink, DSSC sent a second letter of concern 
(the first was sent over two years ago) regarding the lack of accessibility of ctcLink.  The council has 
asked that the issue be addressed by February 24.  Joe Holliday shared that a meeting was held 
yesterday at which Grant Rodeheaver assured that each of the items mentioned in the DSSC letter are 
being addressed and that the accessibility coordinator position would be refilled in the future.  The lack 
of specific deliverables and timeline associated with those assurances was of grave concern to several 
commissioners.  
 
3:40 – 4:00 pm  Break 
 
HRMC had a conversation about the recent FAC letter regarding compensation of financial aid 
professionals, according to Jessica on behalf of the FAC liaison.  The two main recommendations were 
for the colleges to do a study to determine whether there is a recruitment and retention problem 
currently by working with their respective HR offices, and to have OFM do a review of compensation, a 
formal process that takes about two years.  The former course of action will be recommended by WSSSC 
 
CUSP liaison reported that student life professionals would like more professional development 
regarding their responsibilities in advising/coaching students vis a vis advocating on their behalf, 
particularly when it comes to matters such as legislative agenda.  Discussion ensued about whether/how 
WSSSC might help coordinate such professional development. 
 
ATC liaison reported that there has been a lot of conversation there about how transfer students have 
their degrees “unpacked” by receiving institutions.  Similar conversations are occurring at JTC and ICRC 
 
 



 

 

4:40-4:55  Everfi/Foundry discussion    Joe and Luca 
 
An RFI has gone out though the preference from WSSSC is for an extension of the existing Everfi 
contract.  Luca reported out on some of the features of the new platform.     

 
4:55-5:05pm  Wrap Up      All 
 
There was a review of the last exercise related to the morning workshop, relating identified dependable 
strengths to the goals of the WSSSC work plan. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 5:05 
      
 
FRIDAY, JANUARY 31:     
 
9:00-9:45am  Legal Landscape    AAG      
   Title IX, and other topics 
 

Bruce Marvin mentioned that new rules on Title IX have still not materialized.  When they do it might 
require some changes to student conduct codes.  He then segued into a discussion of academic 
misconduct. 
 
Important to distinguish between disciplinary sanctions and academic sanctions. 
Courts do not want to get involved in grade appeals as they don’t want to second guess academic 
evaluations 
 
Disciplinary procedures however have much greater due process expectations from courts and the 
courts are less reluctant to intervene because academic expertise is not involved. 
 
Obviously there is some overlap in cases of cheating, plagiarism, academic fraud or misrepresentation.  
This is particularly problematic in cases where it results in dismissal from a program. 
 
The danger is in cases of inconsistent decisions (e.g., a nursing program expels a student for cheating 
and the case is brought to a student conduct board which exonerates the student). 
 
There is some question as to whether the academic appeal process provides sufficient due process.  One 
option would be to remand finding of facts to a student conduct panel and then refer it back to the 
academic program for academic sanctions separate from disciplinary sanctions.  Another option is to 
have an academic honor board composed of faculty as some universities do, a board which would 
include more due process than the typical academic appeal process. 
 
There was strong interest expressed in revisiting this topic at the joint IC-WSSSC meeting 
 
9:45-10:15am  Guided Pathways      Kristi W-B 
 
The status of the allocation model is still pending.  Three questions: 1.) Include Running Start?  2.) Focus 
on enrollment or outcomes-based funding model?  3.) If the latter, what will be the basis?  Questions 2 



 

 

& 3 are likely settled: it will be the former and based on headcount (thus the concern over whether to 
include or not include RS students in that count). 
First work plan webinar is today at 12:30.  Owing to the legislative accountability factor, the work plan is 
more directive than might have been the case with other state-funded initiatives.  The three big focus 
points are 1.) Retention (1st to second term and fall to fall); 2.) College-level math and English in the first 
year; 3.) Credential or transfer. 
 
For College Spark colleges there will be a scaffolded timeline and updated plans will be due in May. 
 
Baseline data for all colleges will be pulled this summer.  Schools will be evaluated based on 
improvement measured against their own baseline, not against peers. 
 
Work plans are due March 2 and will be reviewed by a team of 22 (or so) readers during a retreat 
around March 13.  Funding will be based on an approved work plan and some colleges may need to 
revise their work plans with revisions due April 1.  Allocation recommendations will then be made with 
those voted on in May.  Probably in October colleges will be asked how they decided to invest their 
funds. 
 
Luca asked about how student input and feedback is being solicited and included in the rubric for the 
work plan review process, and the short answer is it isn’t thus far, at least not as part of the formal 
structure.  There are hopes that this can be changed by next year.  
 
10:15-11:45am  ctcLink       All & Christy Campbell 
   Discussion/Lessons learned from Spokane, Tacoma, and Clark, Q&A  
 
Christy quickly reviewed the history and scope of the project and some of the remediation issues. 
 
Issues related to CampusCE are even more complicated than the discussions around OAA.  Christy 
discussed several factors that are currently being examined/deliberated.  One major issue will be 
maintenance costs.   
 
The OAA vendor is ready to start as soon as a contract is in place; implementation takes about four 
months.  The cost is $287,000, ongoing maintenance $305,000 per year. 
 
Christy then moved on to discuss the situation around DG3.  Adequate testing and training have been 
challenges.  There are definite concerns about meeting the March 9 go-live date.  The next go/no go 
date will be Feb. 18.  There is no desire to force any college to go live that isn’t ready, but there are also 
concerns about SBCTC’s capacity for support.  If the entire deployment has to be moved it will probably 
be to late April or late May. 
 
Top risks include the need for full engagement of college executive leadership, competing college 
initiatives and the pressures of daily operations, commitment to the ctcLink project methodology pre- 
and post- go-live, SBCTC’s ctcLink support organization, the accessibility of ctcLink, and the role of sub-
plans and meta-majors (Guided Pathways) vis a vis ctcLink.  Christy then went on to drill down more 
specifically into some of the accessibility concerns. 
 
There is some capacity at SBCTC to review fixes already done by Oracle that have not yet been 
implemented by our system and to come up with a plan for implementation of these fixes, but no 



 

 

timeline has been associated with that capacity.  The SBCTC Accessibility Plan (i.e., adherence to Policy 
188) should be complete sometime in February. 
Discussion ensued on implementation of sub-plans and Meta-Majors in ctcLink.  Kristy reported that 
there was been much discussion and some movement on these issues, but timelines and needed 
resources have not been announced/identified. 
    

11:45-12:15pm  SBCTC Report (wrap up) & GP   Carli & Joe 
 
HB 2158:  there may be a shortfall in the funds required for full implementation of this legislation, but 
there also appears to be a will to close that gap. 
 
Leadership and professional development has been the subject of a work group that has been working 
on this for the past seven months.  Sunsetting CTCLDA is one of the recommendations and something to 
replace WELA (by some other name too) are items on the table.  Consistent leadership for this 
developmental pipeline has been lacking at SBCTC and so there will likely be a recommendation to this 
end.   
 
SB 6505 (the OSPI Running Start proposed legislation) is a hot topic and there is a lot of effort being put 
forth on how to communicate our system’s misgivings about the original proposal, which would amount 
to a $15-17 million cost imposed on the system. 
 
The Financial Aid train the trainer effort has been very successful with good participation.  There were 
350 volunteers.  Joe Holliday’s role in organizing this was acknowledged and celebrated.   
 
The Counselor Task Force has broken into three groups: credentials, best practices, study of impact of 
ratios.  It has met twice and will meet monthly.  Joe, Sue, and Matt are on that task force, Joe 
representing SBCTC, Sue representing WSSSC, and Matt representing IC. 
 
28 colleges did the RealCollege survey.  We only have preliminary results, not comparative or 
longitudinal results, so more will be forthcoming. 
 
Much effort ongoing to make sure that our system participates in census efforts since there is an 
attachment of resources to the results thereof 
 
There are five finalists for two policy associate positions at SBCTC replacing Ruben and Edward.  Final 
interviews to be conducted Monday. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 12:15 
 
  
 
 


