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The third meeting of the Online Education Task Force was held at 12:30 P.M. on Thursday, 
November 3, 2011, in Seminar Room 4 of the Monroe Library. 
 

1. Minutes were approved.  

 

2. New business: Translation & Interpretation proposal 

 

Professor Quesada gave a brief overview of the program. A concern: The 

proposal assumes that students enrolling in the program would apply for Federal 

Financial Aid if needed to pay tuition. If this proposal were approved, Loyola 

would have to go through an approval process with the U.S. Department of 

Education, which makes it difficult to clear certificate programs for federal aid 

dollars. There would also be monitoring processes through the DOE once the 

program was running. Additionally, if federal financial aid were part of the 

program, the budget would have to reflect a portion of the financial aid staff’s 

time. An alternative would be to seek out private scholarship money or grant 

money that could be used to subsidize tuition. An observation: Student Records 

should be involved in the planning process re: student enrollment in courses, as the 

enrollment process drives the billing process. Prof. Quesada noted that Melissa 

Landry in Professional and Continuing Studies would serve as the administrator in 

charge of enrollment. A question: What does the interpretation equipment look 

like? Would the equipment be dedicated only to one classroom and/or only to the 

program? Professor Philip noted that the hope would be to have the equipment 

dedicated to a classroom. The OETF would like to see a more detailed 

explanation of what the lab facility would look like in terms of staffing technology 

support if the program is approved. A question re: revenue: included in the budget 

is a line for HNS full-time faculty salary. Professor Quesada noted that HNS is 

covering the cost of the faculty member. A question: would the faculty member 

teaching in the program be giving up part of his or her teaching load and, if so, 



would that cost need to be worked into the budget? Professor Quesada replied 

that it would depend on the new Common Curriculum. A question: Is the technology 

fee listed on the budget the university technology fee or the HNS technology fee? 

Professor Quesada replied that Dean Cruz has agreed to cover the cost through 

the HNS technology fee. An observation: the proposal notes that a percentage of 

excess revenue would be returned to the Office of Professional and Continuing 

Studies. Mr. Jacobs noted that the process and criteria for returning revenues has 

not yet been developed. A question: are the courses in the program hybrid or 

online courses? Professor Quesada noted that the interpretation courses would be 

fully online. Professor Philip noted that the course design could be modified as 

conditions warrant. Dr. Ryan noted that the OETF only reviews fully online program 

proposals. If the program is a hybrid program, the OETF does not necessarily 

need to review the proposal. Dr. Vega noted that there are fully online courses 

included in the program. A question: what type of technology support will be 

required for the online courses? Professor Quesada noted that Adobe Connect 

would be used for synchronous communication. A question: would the synchronous 

courses be offered in the evening? In terms of providing technical support, the 

university would have to plan for making support available after hours. Professor 

Philip noted that the student population would likely be working adults who would 

only be available in the evening. An observation: the process for funding Adobe 

Connect accounts has not been developed yet. The university is in year 1 of a pilot. 

A question: how were marketing costs estimated for the program? Professor 

Quesada noted that the formula was taken from Professional & Continuing Studies, 

which estimates $100 per enrolled student in the program, but the proposal 

estimated $250 per student instead. Ms. Fisher noted concern about the funds 

estimated for marketing. The proposed program is a start-up, which requires 

additional money not included in the budget, and the budget needs to be revised.  

 

Professors Quesada and Philip left the room.  

 

During discussion, it was noted that there is tremendous opportunity in the program, 

and that the community could benefit from the program, but there are some issues 

that need to be addressed. Most critically, the financial model needs to be 

reworked, but also, the federal financial aid question needs to be addressed.  

 

The proposal was denied as presented. Comments will be sent back to the 

department with a request to resubmit.  

 

3. New business: Criminal Justice proposals 

It was noted that Dr. Sainato’s workgroup has been charged with developing the 

process for vetting new course proposals that would be amended to existing 

programs; however, that process has not been developed. A concern was voiced 



over the name “Sexual Offending.” Dr. Ryan noted that there was an explanation 

of the name offered at the college curriculum committee meeting. A question: the 

proposal suggests that the faculty salary funding for the additional courses / 

degree track is included in the current budget. Clarification is needed to ensure 

that faculty salary costs are, in fact, in the budget. A question: how is CJ ensuring 

that Jesuit values are being included in these courses? A question: with the addition 

of these new courses / the new track, is the net revenue being eroded? If it is, the 

taskforce may not support the addition. A question: why is the coversheet on these 

proposals the coversheet for Common Curriculum Proposals?  

4. Workgroup updates:  

The revenue model workgroup met briefly. The program review workgroup has not 

met.  The data review workgroup has not met; however, work has begun on the 

process for online course evaluation. A query was sent to AJCU institutions, but 

there doesn’t seem to be a standard tool being used for online course evaluation. 

The evaluation instrument (the survey) has been approved by the OETF, but needs 

to be standardized at the Graduate Council. Moving forward, the vehicle (the 

delivery tool) will be Inquisite.  

There has been no update from the Handbook Revision Committee re: the future of 

the OETF.  

There has been no update on the centralization of support services in the Monroe 

Library.  

There is no plan to hire a Director of Online Education for next academic year. 


