Distance Education Taskforce Meeting Minutes

Monday, April 13, 2015
WSU Foundation Building, First Floor, 3037 Presidential Drive, Fairborn, OH 45324

Prepared by Victoria Carson 

Attendees: 
Burhan Kawosa – RSCOB 

Deb Arms – CONH 

Sheri Stover – CEHS 

Chris Roberts – CTL 

Gina Oswald – CEHS 

Mary Clem – CATS 

Chris Beck – CoLA 

Sean Pollock – CTL, CoLA

Todd Pavlack – CTL 

Gary Burns – COSM 

Ann Stalter – CONH 

Courtney Simons – Lake Campus

Theresa Dorns – CECS 

Terri Klaus – CTL 

11:02 AM
Sean Pollock begins the meeting. 
Discussion: introduction and explanation
· Sean Pollock explains that the list of recommendations that were sent out last night have been revised several times over the past weeks and have been discussed with multiple parties across campus (policy committee, Steve Berberich). 

· These recommendations require nothing of faculty. They are recommendations that terminology be consistent, that things be studied, that the CTL create an online orientation which faculty can use at their discretion, etc. 

· We are submitting a report that contains data that was difficult to come by (which points to a weakness in structure). We hope that every faculty member will check the report and will confirm it and/or offer more data. 

· This report becomes old business in the fall. We are putting this out there and we want faculty senators to bring it to their constituents and provide feedback. 

· Do not read anything into the recommendations that is not there; check them carefully and provide feedback. It is unrealistic to think that all members will agree with all the phrases and analysis in the report, but individuals will need to decide if they are willing to attach their name to it. 

· Gina Oswald asks for clarification: are there any recommendations for requirements for faculty or students? 
· Sean Pollock says no, there are no recommendations for requirements. 
· At this point, it is a balancing act; we cannot debate every issue and every claim in the report, or else we would never issue it. We are not asking for endorsement for colleges. 
· This report is comprised of a lot of data, literature review, analysis, and vanilla recommendations. We are not going to agree: some will want it stronger, some will want it weaker. 

· Sean Pollock explains that the reason the recommendations are so vanilla is that in their meetings, they have experienced pushback from requiring faculty to do anything. 

· Before the group debates the recommendations, we will take a straw poll (yay/nay/abstain).

· Sheri Stover says she cannot vote the recommendations without reading the report. 

· Sean Pollock clarifies that he is not asking for a vote or an endorsement on the report, just the recommendations. 

· Burhan Kawosa helps clarify that this is an informal, off the record opinion of the recommendations. 

· Sean Pollock says we cannot vote whether an individual agrees with the details of the report, but we can vote on the recommendations and peel away the ones that are very controversial and add some. Tom Webb sent a suggested recommendation about disability access. It is the recommendation to create a taskforce, still not requiring anything from faculty. 
· Gina Oswald says that since accessibility is required by law they can/should recommend it as a requirement. 
· Sheri Stover says that she cannot vote on any of this without being allowed to see the report. 

· Sean Pollock explains that he is seeing the report for the first time today as well—drafting  has been a 24/7 process. 

· They want a vote on the recommendations and then later everyone will get a final version of the report and decide individually if they are going to endorse it or not. 

· Between now and Thursday Sean Pollock will be copyediting the report, but he will not be substantively changing anything. 

· Theresa Dorn says she has not been able to find much of the minutes and data online. 

· Sean Pollock recommends at this point to read the report because all of the data is in it. 

· People will have between now and Wednesday to read through the report and decide whether or not they will endorse it. 

· The group took a break to read through the recommendations that were sent out last night. 

11:51 AM
The group reconvenes to take an unofficial vote (straw poll). Both voting and nonvoting members are asked to participate in this vote, and then we will discuss. 
Votes (assuming 14 participating voters): 

Charge 1: 14 yays, 0 nays, 0 abstentions 
Charge 2: 8 yays, 5 nays, 1 abstention 

Charge 3: 12 yays, 1 nay, 1 abstention 

Charge 4: 11 yays, 1 nay, 2 abstentions 

Charge 5: 0 yays, 4 nays, 8 abstentions 

Charge 6: 8 yays, 3 nays, 3 abstentions 

Charge 7: 13 yays, 0 nays 1 abstention 

Discussion: charge 3 recommendations 
· Gina Oswald wants to add a “for what” phrase at the end of the highlighted section. 

· Change verbiage: “Recommend that a quality assessment be delivered to senior administrators…for the purpose of self-assessment and planning.” 

· Chris Beck suggests they add a suggestion for a college-level distance-learning committee and a university-level distance learning committee. 
Discussion: charge 4 recommendations 

· Gina Oswald wants to change “explain” to “determine” in the fourth recommendation.  
· Theresa Dorn has a question about the last charge 4 recommendation: hasn’t this already been approved? 
· Sean Pollock explains that although they have been approved we might want to suggest that they may need further review.
Discussion: charge 5 recommendations 

· Gina Oswald wants clarification with the second recommendation. What is the difference between what the university has now: “new” faculty. 
· Sean Pollock explains that they are recommending that every time a new standard course is created, the faculty should be compensated, not just for their first one. 
· Terri Klaus explains that currently a faculty member gets one course deduction per lifetime. 

· Gina Oswald suggests that the recommendation should reference the article of the policy it is suggesting we change. 

· Sean Pollock agrees, the report will now reference the specific article. 

· Todd Pavlack clarifies that there is a difference between single standard courses and distance education programs/multi-section courses.  

· Ann Stalter says that 5 years is too long a time period in their environment. Things are happening too quickly. 

· Sean Pollock says that this is just if the university approaches you and asks for major revisions within 5 years. They are expecting you to do minor revisions throughout that time.
· Terri Klaus asks who decides what qualifies as a major revision.  

· Sean Pollock says that probably the university. 

· Burhan Kawosa points to the fifth recommendation in charge 5, and reads Section 21.6 of the CBA. 

· Sean Pollock says that they are identical. You get the release, and then you will participate in training provided by the university, but no one enforces this. This does not point faculty anywhere. 

· Gina Oswald suggests that we add that is only for people who are for the course release. 

· Sean Pollock says that we are trying to incentivize the teaching of any standard class, not just for the first one. 

· Sean Pollock explains that standard courses are assigned by deans and are considered the same as classes taught in the classroom. Standard courses are taught without compensation. 

· Gina Oswald points to the sixth recommendation and suggests the addition of the phrase “to be available for interested faculty.”

· Terri Klaus says that faculty does not tend to like the word training so we will call them courses. 

· A phrase in the third recommendation is changed to “who are receiving the course release.” 
Discussion: charge 6 recommendations 

· Burhan Kawosa points to the suggestion of online orientations (first highlighted recommendation). 
· Sheri Stover said that some of us thought that they should be mandatory for at-risk students. 

· Sean Pollock says that there was pushback because of academic freedom, so we stepped back and decided to recommend that we just look into it more. 

· Gina Oswald suggests that we change the order of the first and second highlighted recommendations. 

· Gina Oswald wants the verbiage at the end of the fourth recommendation moved up to the end of the first sentence.

· Gina Oswald points to the seventh recommendation and asks whether we are really looking at the quality or the completion rates. 

· Sean Pollock says we are looking for both. 

· Sheri Stover wants add the word comparable to the seventh recommendation, because if a faculty member teaches only online courses they might be judged differently than face to face faculty.
· Added verbiage: “reviewed for possible improvements” 

· Ann Stalter wants to add a recommendation concerning the isolated student. She will send out an email. 
· Deb Arms points to the fifth recommendation (about the help desk) and wonders if we can be less vanilla by firmly suggesting an expansion of hours. 
· Mary Clem says that would require a lot more funding. Right now the CATS help desk is there 7 days a week and until 10pm on most weekdays. Maybe the whole state of Ohio could come together for after hour support. She says if they could get the funding they would be happy to do it. 

· Theresa Dorn says that this is where we should use the data—a lot of students are doing their homework after hours, so maybe it warrants extra funding. 
· Sean Pollock says that there is evidence to expand the hours, but maybe not enough to say that we need to add those hours. 

· Mary Clem says that they haven’t seen a big need for students at those hours, but maybe there is. She suggests they mention the potential funding this expansion would require. Verbiage is decided “need and financial feasibility.” 
· Burhan Kawosa says we need to study whether the rigor and study of online courses equal to face-to-face courses. 
· Sean Pollock says that he will pose an academic integrity recommendation and will send it out for feedback. 
· Sheri Stover points to page 7, and questions the validity of quoting the “Education Advisory Board.” She is concerned because they are in partnership with something that sells these types of training, so we may want to question their objectivity.  
Discussion: charge 2 recommendations 

· Gina Oswald says she does not like the word “versus” because it sounds mutually exclusive.

· Burhan Kawosa says we should change it to “and/or”. 
· Sean Pollock takes a moment to reiterate how difficult this data was to gather, and how nice it would be to have a central repository responsible for this type of data, which we see at other universities. He thinks this should be centered around the CTL, because it’s the pedagogy not the IT that matters. 
· Mary Clem says that when she read it she was given the impression of recommending a separate center, many members agree that they were under the same initial impression. 
· Terri Klaus says that we could use the phrase a “focused unit inside CTL” and then it could grow into something bigger as needed. 

· Sean Pollock says we should just switch the order so we first suggest to enhance what we have and also consider creating a unique unit. 
· Sean Pollock says that our job is to present information so that stakeholders can draw their own conclusions. 
· Sean Pollock says we will flip the phrasing  to “expanding and/or creating a dedicated center”. Also, we are recommending a study of what would be best, not recommending which one should be created. 
1:02 PM
The meeting is adjourned. 
