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Online Education Initiative Steering Committee Meeting 
                 Friday May 13, 2016 

               Embassy Suites Sacramento 
      
Voting Members: Cheryl Ashenbach, Christina Gold (online), Cynthia Alexander, Dan Crump, 
Dave Stephens, Fabiola Torres, Greg Beyrer, Joe Perret, John Freitas, Lisa Beach, Lisa Wang, 
Morris Rodrigue, and Ray Sanchez 
 
Other Attendees: Alyssa Nguyen, Amy Carbonaro, Barbara Illowsky, Bonnie Peters, Carol 
Lashman (online), Caryn Albrecht, Debbie Sheldon, Debra Conick, Gary Bird, Jayme Johnson, 
Joe Moreau, John Sills, Jory Hadsell, Logan Murray, Michelle Pilati, Pat James, Steve Klein, and 
Tim Calhoon. 
 
Opening and Welcome: 
John Freitas opened the meeting at 9:25am and welcomed Cheryl Ashenbach, the new 
Academic Senate representative.   
 
Minutes: 
Jory presented proposed revisions to the minutes for the April 15, 2016 meeting. He had posted 
the clarifying language regarding the plagiarism detection presentation in Basecamp. 
 
Greg Beyrer moved to adopt the minutes as amended, Cheryl Ashenbach seconded the motion. 
The motion to approve the minutes as amended passed unanimously. 
 
NetTutor Video: 
Barbara Illowsky presented a video regarding NetTutor and online tutoring that was shown last 
week at the Consortium meeting. She encouraged Steering Committee members to share it on 
their campuses, with Vice Presidents, tutoring coordinators and DE Coordinators to give 
everyone a better idea of the service that is being offered, how to use it and why. It provides the 
ability for a student to get tutoring assistance 365/24/7. It also highlighted the fact that tutors don’t 
give students answers or fix papers for them. Instead tutors provide step by step help and make 
every effort to help students really learn. Quality online tutoring supplements face to face tutoring 
when students need it.   
 
This video is intended for promotional purposes and is oriented toward faculty, DE Coordinators, 
etc. Another video will be made for students. Barbara asked members to share the video and 
have interested people contact OEI to pass along a message to help get their campus started. 
 
Executive Director Report: 
Pat James reminded members that management team update reports were available on 
Basecamp and encouraged follow-up questions as needed. The Online Counseling course has 
started with seventeen participants. There will be a second session in June and registration is 
now open for that as well. Thanks to Bonnie, Anita and the @ONE team for getting that course 
up. The course is helping counselors learn how to counsel in an online environment and how to 
counsel students regarding whether or not they should take online courses. 
 
The project has been approached by the CEO group twice regarding using a Canvas course shell 
to do professional development for new CEOs in the system. They want to set up a course and to 
teach it. Pat felt it would be a great opportunity and will help them personally. To have CEOs 
building and teaching a course online is the best way to get people who are not really familiar with 
online learning to get in there and do it. They won’t be teaching students, but other CEOs. There 
have also been requests from over eleven institutions across the country for use of the Readiness 
modules. Pat will post the list of institutions. She also encouraged members to read a report at 
Mindwires e-Literate blog. It isn’t about what OEI is doing but what other people are doing. An 
interesting point was how having a common CMS can allow you to be more flexible by 
customizing more in the platform, which frees you up to do other things. 
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The management team is working on timelines for the Exchange work for the sixteen colleges 
coming on. There are eight colleges launching in the fall, and the other sixteen will start 
implementing in the spring, to launch the following fall. The team is working on a timeline for 
colleges to let the project know if they are committed to being in the Exchange. They are backing 
up from the technical timeline for the mechanism to determine when an MOU is signed by the 
college, when they have to commit to being in the Exchange, and what happens after that. Pat 
would like to put out a discussion on Basecamp to look at the timeline for exit from free OEI 
resources if one of the sixteen pilot colleges decides that they do not want to participate.  
 
There will also be discussion with the Steering Committee regarding when to open the Exchange 
to other colleges and what the criteria needs to be. The Management Team needs input from the 
Steering Committee into what is fair and right beyond the operational elements. That planning is 
needed so that work can begin. John Freitas noted that discussion about when to open the 
Exchange to more colleges should depend upon how long the pilot runs. Then it would be 
appropriate to count back to determine when to solicit more colleges. Pat agreed, but explained 
that the discussion would be around the criteria for selection. Maybe the discussion could be on 
the next agenda. Fabiola noted that the Consortium should obviously also be included in that 
discussion.  
 
Dan asked about the phrase “consumable identifier” which was in the Management Team report. 
Pat explained that is the student CCCID, generated through CCCApply, which is now being 
integrated into the Canvas infrastructure. Tim Calhoon noted that there were some issues 
causing duplication in the account identifier and they have been working to address them in the 
last six months. Currently there is a .3 of 1% duplication factor. 
 
“Development sprint” was also explained as the iterative three week timeframes that developers 
spend building out technical specs before reporting out. The “sprint review” is the meeting to 
report on their progress and develop tasks for the next cycle, before moving into another three 
week development sprint. It is part of the agile development cycle. It is very appropriate for 
interested Steering Committee members and technical staff from pilot colleges to observe at the 
sprint reviews. In recent sprints the development team has been working on student facing 
screens and workflows related to those screens. 
 
The CCMS committee has been meeting monthly since its creation, and is now taking on projects 
having to do with the implementation of Canvas. Members on that committee also represent 
those who participated in the CCMS selection process in February of last year. Integration of 
Zoom and Confer, are still on the agenda since there have been some issues raised specific to 
those integration abilities. The project is working with TTIP South on a second phase upgrade of 
their LTI to accommodate both the Zoom upgrade coming this summer to support accessibility 
and some concerns brought about the success of the Confer offering within the Canvas 
environment. The work continues. Dave Stephens encouraged Steve and Tim to continue work 
with TTIP South particularly regarding 3CMedia and to integrate into the greater LMS. 
 
This is a significant software platform and the project is working with the vendor on integration of 
those system-wide services to continue to make experiences better for the users. Joe Perret 
explained that the group also has pilot college representatives talk about where they are and 
what problems they are having. They have had some really good sessions with Canvas 
representatives which were very informative. Those demos are also recorded. The process is 
going well, and the partnership with Instructure has allowed for input into their development 
process. The last two CCMS meetings Instructure provided mockups and wireframes around 
development of tool sets for quizzes and outcomes. That was a follow-up to an onsite meeting in 
January to emphasize to the Canvas team the importance of working with the CCs and getting 
feedback going forward. Instructure has been very interested in doing that. A small group in the 
CCMS workgroup has been looking at outcomes and provided feedback for that work. 
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There are now fifty colleges with fully executed contracts for Canvas at various stages of 
implementation, with twenty more that have signed up and are in about a two month window of 
getting contracts signed and so on. There are a total of sixty-seven colleges that have come onto 
Canvas since the contract was signed on June 1, 2015. In addition to the six that were already 
signed up with Canvas, that brings the total number of colleges on Canvas in the CCC to 
seventy-three. The project expects to meet the projection of ninety colleges on Canvas by this 
time next year, which represents about 80% of the colleges in the system. 
 
To let students know about the Exchange, there has been a lot of messaging at the eight pilot 
colleges, including several places in the registration system. A media kit is being putting together 
that colleges will be able to customize to meet their needs. Actual access to courses will be in a 
very specific place in the registration process. All students will go through their home registration. 
Once they have chosen their home college classes, they will have the option of getting to the 
Exchange.  
 
Joe Moreau reported that the TTAC Retreat, which focuses on assisting the Chancellor’s Office 
with planning priorities for the year, was held a couple of weeks ago. It included opportunities for 
the major projects to provide updates and then for extensive discussions about priorities for the 
system. Some of the topics discussed were accessibility, fiscal sustainability, technology support, 
support for instructional tools, and data governance and management. There was significant 
discussion about the fact that although there is funding for accessibility, and the tools are getting 
better, they are still not adequate. There is still more work needed on accessibility from the 
beginning, and not as an afterthought. 
 
Plagiarism Tracking Tool:      Action 
Jory provided an update on status.  After some investigation, the Management Team and 
Foundation determined that using any of the existing plagiarism tracking contracts would be 
problematic. Colleges have until June 24th to sign on under the current CCLC agreement, and 
many have expressed concern about cost. Colleges cannot come on mid-year. The best course 
of action appears to be to re-run the plagiarism component of the Academic Integrity RFP from 
the fall. The functional requirements would be kept and the technical requirements updated, to 
make sure the most current technology is implemented. The goal is to provide for a fast 
turnaround time to provide some certainty to colleges prior to June 24th. Use of the existing 
functional requirements preserves the integrity of the work previously approved by the Steering 
Committee. 
 
The RFP was launched on Monday May 9th and will be published again on May 16th. The RFP 
has been advertised a number of places, including the Sacramento Bee. Additionally, the project 
team investigated viable options to make sure that direct outreach was also done to those 
vendors. The bid portal also sends the proposal out to about 200 vendors that have indicated 
potential interest or ability to respond. The question submission deadline is May 20th, with 
responses to those questions published May 24th. The proposal submission deadline is May 27th 
with evaluation and review June 1-6, including product demonstrations June 2-3rd. This would 
lead to a Notice of Intent to Award on or around June 8th with an anticipated contract execution 
date of July 1st. The intent would be to release pricing information as soon as possible to the field 
so they can make decisions regarding their existing contracts. 
 
The evaluation committee will be drawn from the Academic Integrity work group. Single or 
multiple awards may occur. Through the duration of this RFP, please refrain from conversations 
with vendors, especially when approached by them. The plan is to fund the service for courses in 
Canvas for one year for colleges in the pilot currently without a plagiarism tool. Those colleges 
are: Butte, Cabrillo, Imperial Valley, Monterey Peninsula, Mt San Antonio, Mt San Jacinto, 
Ohlone, and Rio Hondo. 
 
If a college decides to move on the League contract, they pay upfront for the year based on FTE. 
Joe Moreau expressed concern that higher education seems to have been held hostage by one 
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vendor for a long time. This RFP provides an opportunity for the CCC to leverage the size of the 
system to look at a variety of options. Additionally, there are opportunities for professional 
development in this area, as well as opportunities to educate students about what plagiarism is. 
 
Members thanked Jory for the leadership, energy, and effort he has put into this process  
  
Greg Beyrer moved to approve the renewed RFP process using the functional requirements from 
the fall, with the understanding that the results will be brought to the Zoom meeting on June 10th. 
Joe Perret seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. 
 
Credit for Prior Learning: 
The original goals for OEI included, “Focus on increased access and helping student complete 
their educational goals, including across colleges, and including but not limited to Credit by 
Exam.” Jory reviewed ways OEI can address that goal, with guiding principles focused on how 
technology can be used to connect students with Credit for Prior Learning (CPL) opportunities in 
the CCC system. 
 
There is a convergence of CPL in California with various CCC projects including: Veterans and 
military students, nursing and military students, Workforce/CTE and “Doing What Matters.” There 
is significant background in this area including AB 2462 regarding connections using common 
course descriptors, etc. There has also been leadership from the Academic Senate in looking at 
how to integrate with work on the CTE side. 
 
If OEI could develop an online process/tool to connect students with CPL opportunities it would 
be very helpful while not “re-inventing the wheel.” That online tool could make it possible to: 
accelerate time to completion by leveraging military training and experience, identify existing 
academic or career/technical programs where opportunities exist to leverage CPL/CBE, and 
enhance messaging to Veterans and military students to help them connect with support 
resources. There are examples to look toward, including the College Credit for Heroes website in 
Texas and the Minnesota MNSCU Crosswalk. 
 
Achieving this vision will require partnerships between the Chancellor’s Office work group, 
initiatives, Academic Senate, and the colleges. It will also require creativity, trust, and 
transparency.  
 
Often military credits are based on partial units which do not necessarily satisfy a full requirement. 
However, if the information from different programs is connected, it might be possible for those in 
the system to seek out, or build out missing pieces to fill gaps in making a complete program. 
Faculty might develop courses that meet missing pieces on campuses with large Veteran 
populations. Students might seek out resources available in other areas that are not immediately 
available on their own campuses. OEI would not get into the curricular issues, but would provide 
an infrastructure tool to help the connections to occur. This would begin particularly with pilot 
colleges, but could have potential to be used more broadly. OEI’s role would be to use pilot 
colleges as labs across the state in helping connect Veterans with a crosswalk of resources that 
could help them make connections to fill gaps. Michelle explained that there are already colleges 
that regularly evaluate military transcripts and connecting others to expertise at those campuses 
would provide a nice key to colleges not as familiar with military transcripts. The Department of 
Defense is also working on a badging system for their training which might provide another 
opportunity.  
 
Lisa Wang cautioned that the 80-20 rule does not allow any given program to have more than 
80% of its students receiving Veteran’s benefits. 
 
The CPL work group through the Chancellor’s Office just started meeting. They have another 
meeting on May 26th and have not yet set outcomes. John Freitas suggested getting ideas from 
that group regarding their perspective on the role of OEI and what they feel would be helpful.  
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CPL is an area where California is actually a little behind, it is nice to have the effort starting from 
the Chancellor’s Office focused on breaking down the silos. It is an area that colleges struggle 
with and a crosswalk is a good place to start. 
 
2014/15 Annual Evaluation: 
Alyssa reviewed her role as evaluator for OEI, the findings and recommendations, status updates 
from 2013-2014 and twelve recommendations for areas to improve. The full report is available on 
Basecamp. 
 
The goals of evaluation are to identify successes and opportunities for improvement, as well as 
identify ways to express and continue the ongoing dialogue between the RP Group and OEI 
Management Team members about evaluation results. Methods used were: review of OEI 
documents, observations, surveys, and analysis of student level records from pilot colleges. 
Areas evaluated fell into three categories: OEI processes related to governance, 
communications, and program planning; resources and services for students; and resources and 
services for faculty. 
 
Regarding the 2013/14 evaluation, where there were ten recommendations made, five have been 
addressed, two rescinded, and three are still in progress. The five that were addressed had to do 
with revamping of the OEI website. The two that were rescinded were very specific activities that 
had to do with the management team posting minutes in Basecamp.  
 
Successes for the project include: 

• Appears to be widespread interest in OEI across the system 

• OEI website redesign 

• Refined course design rubric and review process 

• Implementation of NetTutor online  tutoring 

• Implementation of Online readiness modules 

• Positive feedback from students and faculty 

• Procurement of an online CMS: Canvas 
 
One challenge was delays with launching activities. One recommendation for addressing this 
challenge was to collaborate with the RP Group to finalize the implementation survey to gather 
feedback from the management team, governance members, and partners to be administered by 
the spring 2016 term. Another is to collaborate with the RP Group to develop an evaluation of 
marketing and communication activities and timeline. OEI should also find further ways to support 
faculty and provide them with additional customized resources to assist them in promoting the 
usage of the online tutoring services. Develop a systematic process to flag technical issues with 
the online tutoring services to expedite their resolution. Reexamine the communication processes 
between OEI staff, faculty, and other college staff participating in online tutoring in order to 
increase the effectiveness of information about OEI getting to faculty and staff in a timely manner. 
Ensure that reviews for course accessibility are integrated and a part of the formal course review 
process as well as professional development activities. Finally, develop and implement a formal 
evaluation plan that collects feedback from both faculty and students to inform the OEI grant’s 
professional development objectives and related activities.  
 
Another challenge was the inability to match usage data. Students and faculty reported 
satisfaction with the resources and seemed to feel that they had helped but the inability to match 
usage data meant that Alyssa was unable to provide objective data demonstrating improvement. 
The first recommendation was to provide Quest for Online Success (QOS) usage data at the 
student level to the RP Group in order to facilitate the ability to match students’ survey results and 
outcomes with their usage of QOS. Another recommendation was to develop and deliver 
information to faculty about QOS, what students experience with QOS, and how faculty and their 
students can use QOS in their classes. The final recommendation was to identify ways to link 
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tutoring usage information with college student IDs in order to examine the impact of actual 
tutoring usage on course performance. The management team has been working since July on 
ways to match students with usage data and they are rapidly nearing a place where they will be 
able to do that. 

 
The final challenge was low response rates. This is being addressed by identifying strategies to 
address the low response rate to the student end-of-term survey. The team is also developing an 
outreach process to alert individual faculty members whose courses have low tutoring usage 
rates as well as continuing to encourage faculty to make tutoring a class assignment, provide 
extra credit, and/or refer students not doing well in the course directly to tutoring in order to 
increase tutoring utilization rates. 
 
The next steps for Alyssa are to work with the OEI Management Team to address the 
recommendations, and to continue to work together to find additional ways to improve the 
evaluation and feedback loop process. One goal is to provide formative feedback in a timely 
manner. 
 
Only readiness and tutoring services were included in the 2014-2015 evaluation because they 
were the only services that had been fully rolled out. Evaluation of online counseling and 
plagiarism detection pieces will be included once those elements have been rolled out. Canvas 
was rolled out in the summer, so it will be included in the 2015-2016 evaluation. The Steering 
Committee heard the report on the spring tutoring pilot in November 2015, the one for the fall 
tutoring pilot is being finalized and will be shared when it is available. 
 
Steering committee members appreciated Alyssa’s work and the focus on student outcomes. 
Pat noted the importance of comparing what was happening in 2012-2013 versus what is going 
on now. It is important to look at what has happened in online education and separate that from 
what is happening in face-to-face courses. 
 
Alyssa explained that the RP Group has also been looking at ways to improve the RP processes 
and she is working on mapping evaluation with meeting dates so that reports can be presented in 
a timely manner, rather than all at once toward the end of the year. 
 
Barbara explained that many recommendations regarding the use of online readiness, online 
tutoring and NetTutor have already been addressed. Communication with instructional faculty 
about how to use the tools was addressed with the handbook that was developed and 
disseminated. There were some communication glitches between some SPOCs and people on 
campus, but those issues have been resolved. Outreach for tutoring continues to be a concern, 
but that is the case in face-to-face courses as well. Online use at 8-9% is low, but fits into the 5-
10% of students who typically make use of face-to-face tutoring. It is an issue, but one that is not 
unique to online learning. Barbara asked members to share the tutoring video and reminded them 
about the video on how to save a Word file as a pdf. She and Jayme created that resource when 
they found lack of that skill was keeping students from using tutoring help. Barbara also noted 
that there are now six non-OEI colleges that have been dinged on their accreditation for not 
providing student services, counseling, tutoring, and so on for their distance learning courses. So 
colleges may start using services if they need them and it is valuable to them.  
 
The project is trying to be sensitive to the fact that some colleges do not want online tutoring to be 
available during times that face-to-face tutors are available on campus. There are also 
conversations related to the apportionment issue and whether tutoring for a course would 
normally qualify for apportionment. The current interpretation is that NetTutor doesn’t qualify for 
apportionment; Barbara and Jory are working on that issue.  
 
Jory explained this also involves changing the culture around tutoring and online tutoring. We are 
seeing usage increase each term, ultimately it may be a degree of time. The conversation is also 
being moved toward ACTLA and encouraging the use of online tutoring for backup.  
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Debbie Sheldon would be glad to put out messages to appropriate Listservs if the OEI team 
wants to put together one on any of the student services that are available to all colleges. 
 
Calendar for Next Year: 
Members had no objections to continuing to plan meetings for the second Friday of every month. 
They also agreed to continue with quarterly meetings in person, with online meetings in between. 
 
After some discussion, members agreed that quarterly in person meetings would be held in 
September, December, March, and June. The September meeting this year will be held on the 
16th and may need to have a longer lunch break to allow the DE Coordinators to hold their 
meeting. There may also need to be flexibility with respect to the meeting date in March because 
of varied spring break schedules. It may be necessary to have a Doodle poll regarding the date. 
 
Greg suggested having the June meeting in conjunction with the OTC, but Michelle and Pat 
explained that would make for a really long week. 
 
The location of the in person meetings will probably be in Sacramento because travel into and out 
of Sacramento seems to be easiest. 
 
The Consortium decided that all of their meetings would be full face-to-face with no Zoom or fully 
online. They do not have face-to-face meetings with some online participants. Providing the 
remote access involves the need for sound equipment so that online participants can hear what is 
happening in discussions. If there are no remote participants, it also might be feasible to have 
meetings at the Chancellor’s Office. That was not an option when there were sixty participants 
when OEI began, but is more feasible with thirty. Pat suggested that the issue of in-person only 
meetings versus some Zoom participation be discussed further at a future meeting. 
 
The Management Team will make every effort to make sure that the calendar on Basecamp is 
populated with the meeting dates and times. 
 
In-person meetings will continue to be scheduled from 9:30 am- 3:30 pm and Zoom online 
meetings will be scheduled from 9:30 – 11:30 am. 
 
The next meeting will be June 10th online from 9:30-11:30am. 
There will be online meetings the second Friday in July and August, if needed. 
 
Going Forward: OEI Priorities 
Pat reviewed all that the project has accomplished. She asked members to discuss in small 
groups what the focus of OEI should be over the next five years. What should OEI be focusing 
on? What is needed that is not yet in the works? How can we expand on what is already there? 
 
Groups were asked to look at three different areas of focus: faculty resources, student resources, 
and technology resources. What else is needed? Is there policy work to be done around faculty 
resources? What timeline would be reasonable? What can the project do to make the Exchange 
relevant? Should the project provide faculty help in designing resources that are aligned to the 
rubric? 
 
Joe Moreau encouraged groups to also think about “OEI Phase 2.” What kinds of things need to 
be done to communicate with the field? What other resources does the field need? 
 
Report outs from Small Groups: 
Pat asked groups to send their notes to be posted on Basecamp, and to provide a brief report. 
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Group four ideas: 
Work needed around college and course expansion, including discussion around the challenges 
of pre-requisite and co-requisite courses, course enrollment limits, Basic Skills acceleration, etc. 
Criteria for expanding the Exchange based on programmatic needs identified at the colleges 
Timelines for the expansion of the Exchange need to be in place by June 2017 
Work on understanding the interrelations between faculty, student, and technology resources.  
 
Outcomes assessment guidance and resources to help faculty improve courses and programs 
Resources to help improve student outcomes, close equity gaps, and make overall improvements 
to courses; standards should be in place by June 2017 
Develop a network of instructional designer and accessibility experts that can help faculty fix 
courses, even in real time.  
 
Find a way to gather data from college level program reviews. 
Set up a timeline for periodic course design reviews; establish a process by December 2016. 
(Pat noted that online courses are at their best after three semesters, after that they start to 
decline if not refreshed. The idea of re-review after a certain amount of time is important.) 
 
Have policy discussions about professional development requirements 
Student success resources require better understanding of the connection between OEI, EPI, and 
CAI to connect students and campuses with those resources 
Develop a tutoring collaborative network 
Support services for students need to be available where and when students need them 
There is a need for integration of student mental health counseling 
There needs to be a seamless acceptance of BOG fee waivers across the system 
 
Group three ideas: 
Better tools to help with accessibility of course content and raising awareness  
Sample Canvas courses that meet the Course Design Rubric with representation from different 
disciplines 
Set up a regular retreat for faculty and course designers, who could then present at the OTC 
Research outcomes based on particular course design choices. For example, research 
requirements for participation in particular sequence or pre-requisites.  
Share rock star moments 
Apply skills and techniques learned in OEI training in all courses not just DE 
 
Student note taking in an online context, applications for helping students take notes 
Pre-review software for student writing, machine based writing analysis, and don’t call it grading 
Virtualized computer lab infrastructure that is accessible, professional and top quality 
 
Group two ideas: 
For faculty: 
Expand professional development for faculty via @ONE 
Add professional development about plagiarism as well as other resources and practices 
Offer short term courses and micro-courses for migration 
Have robust resources about accessibility and course design available in a digital format 
 
For students: 
Provide support for ESL learners 
Make Readiness modules an app 
Have a community of practice around “just in time” help 
Target markets via social media 
 
Policy issues: 
Address flexibility in using local versus OEI provided resources 
Fix apportionment model for DE so it is equivalent no matter what time frame it is 
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System-wide/Technology tools: 
Identify OER and integrate them with system-wide support 
Have OEI provide matching funds for colleges that are doing activities within OEI 
SPOC mentoring 
Reinstitute the Ambassadors program with a structured approach 
Consider a centralized space for health resources available online  
 
Group one ideas: 
Credit for Prior Learning:  

What technology can be leveraged to facility this? 
 There are opportunities to connect efforts with CTE 
 
Preparation for key gatekeeper course: 
 Opportunities to coordinate with CTE, for example, with respect to math courses required  

for CTE that don’t fulfill college requirements for graduation 
Expansion in online course offerings 

 
Predictive analytics or learning analytics at the system level: 

Building out dashboards so colleges can learn more about their students 
 
Accessibility: 

Already identified as an issue, but should be emphasized 
Also finding resources to address specific accessibility issues 

 
Professional development opportunities across all three resource areas 
 
Pat will post the sheets from the group work today on Basecamp. She will try to combine them in 
an organized way to bring back at the next meeting. The ideas will help with planning for the next 
stage of OEI’s work. 
 
Closing Comments/Next Meeting: 
Fabiola encouraged members to be careful with their language in talking about the important 
work being done by OEI. The funding provided by the legislature has provided an equitable 
exchange for the important work being done by this project. 
 
There will be a Curriculum Institute July 7-9th. Jayme, Pat and Michelle will be presenting. There 
will also be a workshop on July 6th. 
 
John Freitas will be leaving the OEI Steering Committee. He thanked everyone for their help and 
support throughout his time working with the project. Members thanked John and praised his 
leadership, counsel, attention to detail, and the overall skill set he brought to the project over the 
last several years. 
 
The next meeting will be a Zoom meeting on Friday June 10th from 9:30-11:30 am. 
 
Adjournment: 
The meeting was adjourned at 2:50 pm. 
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