
Executive Committee Meeting 
April 10, 2017 
 

Present: Rachel Bowen, Jon Clevenger, Ozeas Costa, Susan Delagrange, Donna Farland-Smith, Steve 
Gavazzi, Tom Griffith, Margaret Hersman, Norman Jones, Carol Landry, Phil Mazzocco, Kayla Metcalfe, Victoria 
O’Brien, Collin Palmer, Heather Tanner, David Tovey, Terri Winnick, Brian White, Faith Wyzgoski. 
 
1. Approval of minutes 
 

Meeting was called to order at 3:03 pm with a motion to approve the minutes from the meeting on March 6, 2017 
(Carol moved, Heather seconded). Minutes were approved with one abstention.  
 
2. Update on the Campus Gateway project and other development plans (Brian White)  
 

Brian gave a brief overview of the Campus Business District Town Center development plan. He indicated that 
this is an initiative from Richland County (spearheaded by RCDG – the Richland County Development Group), 
not the campus. These projects will involve building a walkable, green community similar to others existing in the 
state (but lacking in our region), that offers new residential (townhouses), retail, recreational, and educational 
options, as well as a community center, all in the same location. This CBD Town Center development is among 
the top priorities for the county. Many local partners are involved, and the plan had strong participation of Ohio 
State (through the schools of architecture and business). A market survey, stakeholder interview process, and 
site analysis was undertaken in preparation for the plan. The final plan – which was released in November 2016 
– is available at the Planning and Project Office website (http://mansfield.osu.edu/initiatives/planning-and-project-
office.html). The proposed town center is connected to the campus by a single roadway and bike path. OSU-
Mansfield is one of the “civic anchors” in the project. Other civic anchors include health & wellness and recreational 
facilities. This is a 5-10 year project involving a public-private partnership, with a price tag of over $200 million in 
community development. Talks with developers are ongoing, and a zoning overlay is being conducted by the city 
of Ontario. Most of the required infrastructure (except sewage) is already in place.  
The Campus Gateway (new entrance) project grew out of our increasing efforts to connect with the community, 
to move from a commuter campus to a residential campus, and to become a college town. While the SR-39 
entrance is becoming the “ecological/environmental” gateway to the campus, the Lex-Springmill entrance will 
become the gateway connecting the campus to the community, and the community to higher education. The Lex-
Springmill entrance is the most heavily used by the campus community (faculty/staff/students). The new entrance 
will wind into campus through wet meadows and woodlands. Intention is to keep the natural “feel” as you come 
into campus. Environmental due diligence was completed during planning to minimize environmental impacts. A 
bike path will be constructed along the entrance roadway and it connects with Buckeye Village and the proposed 
town center. Signage options were discussed, and they are designed to enhance natural and historical features 
of the campus. The price tag for this project is estimated in about $1.5 million. A concern was expressed regarding 
the number of trees that will be cut to open the entrance roadway, as well as the roadway/bike path connecting 
the campus to the proposed town center. Question: how do we plan to pay for all that? Brian mentioned that about 
$150k has already been spent on consulting for the design phase. There are $640k in state funds still available 
for this project and we expect another $400k from the sale of the campus property on Walker-Lake Road (expected 
to close this summer). What about a timeline for this project? Nothing is defined yet. Depends on finding additional 
funds. Are considering a phased project but doing it in phases may cost more than the planned $1.5 million. Other 
alternatives are being explored.  
 
3. Curriculum Committee suggested revisions to the APT and POA documents (Heather Tanner)  
 

The current rule on the APT document states that “a minimum of five tenured faculty be required to vote on the 
tenure and promotion of probationary faculty”. The committee proposed the following new language: “Promotion 
and tenure decisions on all probationary faculty will be voted on by all tenured faculty (2/3 quorum) who attend a 
promotion-and-tenure meeting called for that purpose”. Justification: it is not fair that only a handful of tenured 
faculty members decide on who gets tenure or not, especially now that we do not have many new hires, and 
faculty members coming up for promotion in any given year. The new rule also ensures fairness in the process. 
Question: When will this ‘all-faculty’ meeting take place? Heather explained that the plan is to have all the review 
process concluded by the end of Spring Term in May. What about quorum requirements? Can faculty members 
attend via Skype? A discussion ensued. Some thought that a quorum should be required to avoid having the 
tenure decision being made by even fewer (than five) faculty members. We currently have 37 tenure-track faculty 
members on campus, with 5 untenured. A 2/3 quorum (of tenured faculty) was suggested. A discussion ensued 
about the pros and cons of allowing participation via Skype. A vote was called on the motion by Heather (seconded 
by Donna) and was approved unanimously. 

http://mansfield.osu.edu/initiatives/planning-and-project-office.html
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The Curriculum Committee also suggested the following addition to the POA (amendments resulting from further 
discussion are included in the language below):  
 

“The dean shall consult with the Curriculum Committee, concurrently with the relevant department/TIU, before 
abolishing courses or adopting, altering, or abolishing majors or minors or any existing programs.” 
   

Rachel moved (Carol seconded) that the amended language above be sent to Faculty Assembly. Motion passed 
unanimously.  
 
The committee also submitted the following language governing the process for conflict resolution within 
programs/departments: 
 

“If conflicts arise among the faculty and program coordinator, individuals should first discuss the matter with the 
associate dean. The associate dean may consult with the Curriculum Committee in order to resolve the conflict.” 
 
After discussion, many expressed concerns about how broad and vague this language is, and Heather agreed to 
take this back to the committee for further elaboration. 
 
4. PDC suggested revision to supplemental travel fund deadlines (Dave Tovey)   
 

Application deadlines for the supplemental travel fund: The PDC recommends discontinuing October 1st and April 
1st deadlines in favor of permitting faculty to apply for travel funds at any time; The business office has been 
consulted, and see no problem with this change. A discussion ensued. Norman clarified that the fixed deadlines 
have cause problems for many faculty members, especially when conferences happen to fall on the period 
between deadlines, or when an acceptance notice does not arrive in time to meet the deadline requirements. In 
face of these issues, the PDC decided that it is better to risk running out of money than to penalize faculty in these 
situations, or having to make exceptions. It was suggested that the policy be accepted with the caveat that it would 
be revised if we continuously run out of money for supplemental travel. After further discussion, Heather moved 
(Rachel seconded) that EC recommend this change to Faculty Assembly. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
There was another item from the PDC (suggested revisions on the Workload Policy) that could not be discussed 
due to lack of time. Since there is not any other scheduled meetings of the Executive Committee until the end of 
the semester, it was suggested that we call a special meeting of the Executive Council before the end of the 
semester to continue discussion of these issues. 
 
5. Diversity Committee suggested change (Carol Landry) 
 

The Diversity Committee suggested the following addition to its charge: “The committee will work closely with the 
Diversity and Inclusion Director to update and implement the Diversity and Inclusion Strategic Plan and the 
Assessment Plan for the Mansfield Campus”. Carol explained that the committee is already doing this and would 
like to have this procedure reflected in its charge. She made a motion (and Rachel seconded) to recommend this 
change to Faculty Assembly. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
6. Other business 
 

• Collin expressed his pleasure in serving the committee and the campus over the last few years and how much 
he values the opportunity and the experience he gained. We thanked him for all his hard work and contributions 
not only to EC but also to the campus.  
 

• We revisited some of the issues related to the Faculty Services secretary position. We discussed the process, 
the expressed needs of faculty, and the lack of transparency and consideration of staff (and MSAC) perceptions 
and opinions regarding this position. 

 

• The University Senate met three times since the last EC meeting and Rachel (our senator) has a number of 
meeting notes to share. She will give a more detailed report at Faculty Assembly. 

 
 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:49 pm.  
 


