
 
Educational Policies Council  

Meeting Minutes 
Monday, 16 November 2020 

 
Leadership present: Chair Pamela E. Grimm; Secretaries Therese E. Tillett, Jennifer S. 
Kellogg, Aimee J. Bell 
 
Administrators present (or represented): Interim Associate Provost Manfred H. van Dulmen; 
Deans Christina L. Bloebaum, Mark S. Mistur 
 
Faculty present (or represented): Professors Edward Dauterich, Hudak Christine A. Hudak, 
Eric S. Jefferis, Lawrence J. Marks, Donald L. White; Associate Professors Brian R. Barber, 
Darwin L. Boyd, Vanessa J. Earp, Duane J. Ehredt, Derek Kingsley, Dandan Liu, Denise M. 
McEnroe-Petitte, Gabriella Paar-Jakli, Mary M. Step, D. Blake Stringer, Jonathan F. Swoboda; 
Assistant Professors Patrick J. Dillon, Eric S. Kildow, Christopher Rowan, Yvonne M. Smith; 
Associate Lecturer Shelley K. Marshall  
 
Guests: Susan Augustine, Susan Augustine, Alicia Crowe, Valerie Kelly, Sandra Randulic, 
Alison Smith, Frank Congin, Lique Coolen, Cathy Dubois, Lynette Johnson, Joanna Liedel, 
Ashley Maher, Jennifer Marciniewicz, Babacar M’Baye, Jamie McCartney, Tracey Motter, Mary 
Parker, Gabriella Parr-Jakli, Eboni Pringle, Matthew Rollyson, Drew Sellers, Hollie Simpson, 
Elizabeth Sinclair, Deborah Spake, Linnea Stafford, Melody Tankersley, Deidre Warren, Cathy 
Zingrone 
 
Chair Pamela E. Grimm called the meeting to order at 3:20p.m., on Monday, 16 November 2020, 
via Microsoft Teams.  
 
I. Approval of Minutes 

A. Meeting on 19 October 2020 
Professor Edward Dauterich moved to approve, and Associate Lecturer Shelley K. 
Marshall seconded the motion.  
 
No corrections or changes were requested. The minutes from 19 October 2020 were 
approved.  

 
II. Discussion  

A. New online programs and existing on-ground programs transitioning to online, 
e.g., demonstrating demand, quality, engagement, marketing, resources. 
Interim Associate Provost Manfred H. van Dulmen said the state master’s programs that 
are on-ground delivery do not need state approval to move fully online. Need to evaluate 
resources. Questions to answer are: If a program is already approved for on-ground and 
they want to go online, does it require more faculty? What if the courses are already 
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online how is this part of a strategy? Is more faculty required? Where does a marketing 
plan come in? How do we know there is a demand? For this group, what is the approval 
process and where does this fit in for Kent State? He said the group needs to decide on 
the approval process that these changes should be engaged in and the role of EPC.  
 
Provost Melody J. Tankersley said she was concerned about not considering all of the 
variables when it comes to online learning and delivery. To do online delivery well 
involves more than putting courses in an online format. When looking at programs 
declining in enrollment, one of the first things done is to put it online. There needs to be 
more thoughtful and deliberate process instead of moving a program online immediately. 
Need to look at variables, such as demand. We have to be available to do that for them. 
The programs that have support of Everspring do much better than programs that are 
internally put online. That is because they offer 24/7 support to the students. They help 
them enroll and have a plan of study. What would be appropriate to help programs make 
those decisions and what you as a curricular body would recommend to faculty senate 
about whether this program has made those deliberative actions.  
 
Chair Grimm said there has been much innovation for creating online programs, but the 
consistent overview and the strategic online education has been missing. Faculty Senate 
has concerns for a lack of standards for online programs. This needs to be thought about 
holistically. 
 
Interim Associate Provost van Dulmen added that a lot of it has to do with strategy. Some 
of it is outside of EPC and that is why strategic enrollment management is included.  
 
Chair Grimm said what has been missing are structural and process consistent goals.  
 
VP Mary Parker stated we have to look at not just demand and competition. Making sure 
we are strategic; we have a plan and we are consistent. Being mindful of what programs 
brought online and when they are brought online. Making sure we are able to market, 
deliver and assess the cost and if it is a benefit. 
 
An EPC member said we could look to colleges and departments with programs already 
online for best practices. There are a lot of reasons to design an online class.  
 
An EPC member stated that important considerations for transitioning programs online 
are internal capacity for designers, support for online students, library resources, support 
structures and the impact on the design group. 
 
An EPC member explained when making these decisions, it is important to know what 
makes a truly excellent online experience. Information sharing by those who have done 
this in the past would be really useful so there is a true understanding of what capacity 
means and staffing decisions, workload.  
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Chair Grimm added that having students in different programs with different rates at 
different campuses complicates what is already a complicated situation. Need to think 
about how to price these things and the consistency in pricing.  
 
An EPC member stated that in thinking of best practices, we can look internally and 
nationally.  
 
An EPC member stated that the school of information has all of their programs online. 
Two of the programs are with an outside marketer and the other is not. The programs 
with the outside marketer are priced a little higher than the other program. It is important 
to remember that if you are using an outside marketer, you are getting a lot of good stuff. 
You get 24/7 student feedback. You have people to help with admissions. They are also 
taking a cut of what Kent is making in tuition. We have used our outside marketer for 5-6 
years and working in conjunction with them, I think we have a good way to offer our 
Health Informatics program. There are so many things you have to look at in terms of do 
you go online? Do you not? What are the costs? Also, return on investment, especially if 
going with an outside marketer.  
 
Chair Grimm said that it is assumed marketing for the online programs are digital 
marketing and most directed at keyword search and social media. The variations would 
be program specific. The general approach would be similar.  
 
VP Parker stated that it is something that has been discussed and is something that we 
should look at through the Strategic Enrollment Management (SEM) process. We will 
need to coordinate with this committee on this.   

 
Provost Tankersley said she was hopeful to create a process to help academic programs 
think through the online program process. 
 
Therese added that there are financial aid consequences from a program area promoting 
an online program that has not been state approved. By federal law, there may be a 
different financial aid package. Students may lose out on tuition waivers. In the past we 
state paperwork has been used. We have never really had an intentional process for 
online. The state has streamlined some of the paperwork that we don’t have anything in 
place. Now is the perfect time to see what is our practice and process and what we want 
to see documented.  
 
An EPC member said they would like to propose a motion to require any new programs 
or online courses to go beyond FAC to the EPC as we figure out what our process is 
going to be.  
 
An EPC member asked if some of the language from the checklist could be used for new 
programs. It could modified to transition to online or developing fully online. 
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Interim Associate Provost van Dulmen stated that we need a review of  processes and 
practices. Possibly create a subgroup of EPC looking at this and developing a list, 
reviewing current practices and coming up with recommendations.  
 
Chair Grimm said we could have this de facto program becoming a fully online program 
with no intentionality and no review of it as a fully online program. She said she was 
concerned a program going online could be driven by faculty preference. Faculty 
preference is important, but students need to come first.  
 
Provost Tankersley explained that it can be de facto based on the way students choose 
courses. A program decides to put all major courses online even though the program is 
not online. Based on the way students choose classes, they could choose a 100% online 
program without it even being noticed. There is a lot to consider programs are put 
together. The main thing is to have quality programs. Some of the programs might not 
have all of the resources they need to do it well. Then it becomes something less than and 
we really have to guard against that.  
 
VP Parker added that we are not in compliance with title IV aid if we are doing that, 
because we have to certify cost of attendance based upon certain things. We need to 
know if a student is in a fully online program or not. We want to caution that, because we 
could be out of compliance. We need to look at a process and review the financial aid 
perspective. This includes making sure we know that those who are reported as fully 
online are truly online and those that are face to face are in those programs.  
 
Chair Grimm asked if students decide to take courses online, if that makes it an online 
program. 
 
Therese stated that they do differentiate between students may select versus what the 
program area has decided to do with online. There are some programs where a student 
can carefully select a majority of online courses, but that is not the program’s intention. 
That would not be promoted as an online program. An online program would have to go 
through a process, have it approved and consistently communicate that the program is 
online.  
 
An EPC member said it would be reasonable to look into adding a question in a process 
checklist about a program’s faculty having online teaching expertise.  
 
Chair Grimm asked if departments or colleges state whether they are offering a course 
online. 
 
Therese replied, no. There is not a mechanism in the CIM (curriculum management) 
system that faculty would state the delivery, because that may change. Unless they put it 
in the information of the course, they are not asked about delivery.  
 
Chair Grimm asked if there was a way to add a question about delivery on the CIM form.  
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Jennifer Kellogg explained that if a delivery question was added to the CIM form, the 
faculty would need to do a revision every time they change the delivery. We do try to 
match it up to programs. If a program comes in and we are noticing that their courses are 
online and they have to fill out the documentation that shows which courses are offered 
online right now and which in the future, we do double check class schedule and go back 
a couple terms to see if these courses are being offered online. If we notice they do not 
include them all, that is when we ask them about delivery.  
 
Chair Grimm concluded the topic stating that the conversation will continue at a later 
time.  
 

III. Committee  
A. University Requirements Curriculum Committee 
Dean Alison J. Smith state that there are a lot of different program reviews going on in Ohio. 
One is the Ohio Transfer Module review. The Ohio Articulation and Transfer Network 
Oversight Board and the Ohio Department of Higher Education are working on a project to 
work on the OTM (Ohio Transfer Module). They have sent us two proposals. Both involve 
general education or Kent Core. The two proposals effect general education and therefore 
could affect the Kent Core. URCC has reviewed both of those and have a consensus on the 
potential impact and outcomes for this. The first proposal is focused on the trackways that 
students in associate degrees will be taking. It is an attempt to try to streamline those 
trackways to bring students from their two-year degree program into the four-year degree 
program. As a reminder, the general education hours are 36 hours. 24 of those hours are 
required gen-ed hours and the other 12 are additional hours that we assign. The OTM 
proposal is focused on those additional 12 hours. The 24 required general education hours are 
not involved in this proposal. The additional 12 hours would focus on advising students to 
develop their pathway as soon as possible. The two-year students that already know their 
major can begin work on their guaranteed transfer pathway. The OTM proposes that the 
students who are undecided are sorted into an associates of science or arts degrees and 
getting them moving on this. There is a recommendation from OTM that they take a second 
writing course. This is the only effect on our current Kent Core. The proposed transfer 
module change that would affect the Kent Core is in area one—English and oral 
communications. The OTM highly recommends in the additional 12-hours that there be 
guided advising for students to take an additional English or oral communication course. We 
can absorb this course within the 3-6 hours in English or communication. That would be 
absorbed by the current requirement of 3-6 additional Kent Core courses in English and 
Communication. This proposal also wants to change the title of the Ohio Transfer Module to 
the Ohio General Education Transfer Module. Since most of the transfer module is gen-ed, 
the URCC did not see a problem with that. There are no changes that would affect our 
current Kent Core. She asked if there were any questions about that proposal.  
 
With no questions or comments, Dean Smith continued with the second OTM proposal 
discussion.  
 
The second proposal proposes adding expected learning outcomes in diversity, equity and 
inclusion to the 12 additional hours to general education. This does not involve the 24 hours 
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that are required. It involves the 12 additional hours that are offered by universities across the 
state. The Kent State’s diversity requirement is a 6-credit requirement in which a student 
takes one domestic diversity course and one global diversity course. They can meet this 
requirement in three ways. They can either take at least one course of domestic or global 
diversity course from the Kent Core or they can take both from the Kent Core. The courses in 
the Kent Core that are flagged for diversity add up to about 32 courses. They can also take 
one from the Kent Core and then one that is a non-Kent Core diversity course. That may also 
be counting towards a major, minor or elective. We have 74 upper-division courses on that 
diversity list. The third way is, with a dean’s approval, the global diversity requirement can 
be satisfied by a student studying abroad during a semester. Looking at the diversity courses 
offered there are almost as many diversity courses as there are Kent Core courses. There are 
106 with 70% being at the upper-division level. The other 30% are evenly split between the 
humanities in arts and the social behavioral sciences in the Kent Core. Regarding the Kent 
Core, we expect that there might be some change, because students taking CCP and students 
from associate degree programs that currently transfer in Kent Core courses are already 
transferring in Kent Core courses that fulfil the diversity requirement upon entry to the 
university. We may see an increase in that. There would be DEI outcomes in more courses 
across the state. There might be an increase in the number of students coming in and already 
having completed this. The second probable change is relevant to the upper-division courses. 
We do not know what that impact would be. There could potentially be a drop in these 
course. There could be a drop in choosing these courses, but they’re choosing major, minor 
and electives may make the impact of the OTM changes negligible. There are no changes for 
the study abroad aspect of it. The learning objectives that they are proposing to put into 
general education would then feed into the courses we would see transferring in by way of 
the Kent Core. There is a question on the OTM survey to answer—"How could the diversity, 
equity and inclusion learning outcomes be incorporated into the OTM to fit within your 
institution’s future or present general education program?” We have 15 OTM Kent Core 
courses in arts and humanities that are flagged for diversity. We have 16 OTM Kent Core 
courses in social and behavioral sciences that are flagged for diversity. Using either of those 
or both arts and humanities and social and behavioral sciences OTM courses would all be 
appropriate for this. However, this is part of a much larger question. We are currently 
working on a revision of the Kent Core. As we work on that, we do not know the outcome 
yet, but it may impact other university course requirements, including diversity. Our diversity 
requirement was last reviewed in 2015 after a very lengthy process that took years. It is not 
something the URCC could do now in the middle of the Kent Core work. The outcome of the 
Kent Core work may impact it. Diversity, equity and inclusion should not be a study done by 
URCC. It should be done by another body, possibly the office of diversity equity and 
inclusion. Then the report could come to URCC. It concerns her that they are asking about 
future. This proposal could be accommodated in the present diversity requirements.  
 
Therese asked if they have decided if diversity, equity and inclusion (DEI) will be embedded 
or a separate category. 
 
Dean Smith replied that they are leaning towards putting DEI in the courses themselves 
rather than having one standalone course. This is because we are not the only university that 
has types of diversity courses. We have domestic and global. Other universities have other 
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types. It is easier to put DEI into the courses themselves. As they are transferred in, having 
the universities look at them and decide if they will qualify as DEI or not.  
 
Therese asked if the state would be asking for certain courses to build in DEI. 
 
Dean Smith replied that she asked about it and the answer was, no, we don’t have to do that. 
Most of these, if they put them into social and behavioral or the arts and humanities, will 
probably already align with what we are doing. They said Kent State is way out in front on 
this and we are doing very well. We have a lot of selections that are already meeting this 
requirement. They do not see that anything that would come in would not fit that 
requirement.  
 
Therese added that the DEI had been reviewed in 2014 or 2015 and URCC did have some 
concerns and recommendations. Unfortunately, it never went any further than that. She said 
she thinks it would be helpful if we talk about convening some type of committee or group to 
review the diversity requirement and also review URCC’s report.  
 
Dean Smith said it could be great to review the diversity requirement again. It is, however, 
beyond the scope of what URCC can do right now. She said she was concerned that URCC is 
a small group and not representative of diversity, equity and inclusion issues or attributes 
across the university.  
 
Chair Grimm asked if there is some type of agreement that certain characteristics of a course 
meeting a requirement that is set for transfer module. That approved OTM course can 
transfer into any of the Ohio state schools and satisfy a requirement. 
 
An EPC member replied that if is part of the tag agreement, it has been approved following 
special policies.  
 
Chair Grimm asked if the DEI a new OTM category. 
 
Dean Smith replied, yes for gen-ed.  
 
Therese clarified that OTM is different from TAG. TAG is tied to majors and programs. 
OTM is tied to a universities gen-ed requirement.  
 
Dean Smith said that if this proposal passes and they decide to put them in the social and 
behavioral area then we would round up our gen-ed courses that we have currently flagged as 
diversity courses. Departments would look at the learning outcomes that OTM wants in there 
and they would decide how to do that. Those proposals would go to OTM and the process 
would go through. The courses would meet those requirements and would be transferrable.  
 
Therese clarified that once the learning outcomes were established, we would need to submit 
the courses and they would be reviewed against those learning outcomes and approved or 
disapproved. All of our Kent Core courses, that are OTM, will need to be re-reviewed and 
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reapproved. The state has acknowledged that universities have a diversity requirement 
separate from their gen-ed and we can continue to have that if we want it.  
 
Dean Smith said that was correct. We can continue with what we are doing. The advantage to 
that is that it gives us the option to continue with the 74 courses that are upper-division and 
the study abroad remains. They are not interfering with that.  
 
Chair Grimm asked if reviewing Kent Core courses happens on a regular schedule. 
 
Dean Smith said that it happens on a 5–7-year schedule. The diversity requirement report 
was probably initiated around 2012. The report came out in 2015, because it went through 
two different deans.  
 
Chair Grimm said that we could share the DEI report from 2015 with Amoaba Gooden and 
see if her office would be able and willing to participate in a review of that requirement.  
 
Dean Smith added that it is good to have these reviews because ideas shift and concepts 
change over time. She said the survey she received asks if the 5 learning concepts if they are 
acceptable. She agrees that they are and are under what they are doing. The other question 
was how to perceive these as being delivered, embedded in the gen-ed or a standalone 
course, both or neither. URCC is in consensus that we would put them in the courses 
themselves rather than a standalone because a single standalone would not work for us.  
 
Chair Grimm asked if members agreed that those would be the logical choices for Kent State. 
 
An EPC member asked if we want a structure that can accommodate the OTM that is a DEI 
OTM and offer DEI courses as OTM courses than the route we would not take is not 
embedded in one or the other, but in the social and behavioral sciences and art and 
humanities. That means that any of the courses currently identified as DEI may wish to look 
at the learning outcomes that the state is providing, see if they are consistent and then apply 
for OTM status. She asked if that was correct. 
 
Dean Smith replied, yes. They all are already in the OTM. This would give another box to 
check.  
 
The majority of members voted yes to the choices for the proposal.  
 
An EPC member asked if the second option involved using the extra credits for Kent Core to 
fulfill another diversity requirement. 
 
Dean Smith responded that the whole option would be happening within the additional 12 
hours. The additional 12 are currently distributed throughout the Kent Core, so nothing 
would be added.  
 
Therese added that her meeting with other universities, she asked if they had considered 
lowering the 36 hours for the core, because the Higher Learning Commission only requires 
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30 hours for a bachelors. They said not at this time, because they really wanted the associate 
to bachelor’s degree transfer and the ability to transfer more than 50% of an associate degree.  
  

IV. Program Proposal Review 
A. Discussion Items (effective fall 2021 except where noted below) 
 
Department Chair, Drew Sellers, explained that this is an existing program moving to an 
online delivery mode. It is driven by competitive and market forces. There are changing 
requirements for the CPA exam, which are changing when students can sit for the exam. 
There will be more working students that will be needing additional certification later. It is a 
response in anticipation of the legislature that will be voted on in a couple weeks. 
Additionally, it responds to competitive forces, such as Ohio University and John Carroll. In 
terms of capability, the department is rather small, but 2/3 of the faculty have experience in 
creating quality online classes in support of the MBA and some undergraduate class and the 
accounting class for non-majors. That combined with the College of Business Instructional 
Design Resources, we have the capacity to deliver on this.  

 
VI. Other 

A. Action Items 
1. Establishment of EPC subcommittees on academic policy, academic calendar, 

transfer credit, fiscal impact statement and international partnerships and 
collaborations 
Therese stated that if anyone was interested in serving on a committee, to let her 
know via e-mail. She will be sending out a document to associate  and assistant deans 
and chairs and directors to seek people to serve. The committees will start in the 
spring semester.  
 
With no questions, comments or concerns, the item passed unanimously.  

 
VII. Next Meeting 

A. Monday, 25 January 2021 
With no comments or questions, Chair Grimm closed the meeting at 4:50pm.   
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Christa N. Ord 
Administrative Secretary, Curriculum Services 
Office of the Provost 

 


