
Executive Committee meeting 
January 22, 2018 

 

Present: Del Lindsey, Yongmin Sun, Gary Kennedy, David Tovey, Margaret Hersman, 
Suma Robinson, Jon Clevenger, Victoria O’Brien, Heather Tanner, Joe Fahey, Rachel 
Bowen, Terri Winnick, Amy Brunell, Norman Jones, Susan Delagrange 

Guest: Cindy Wood 

 

1. Approval of minutes of the December 11, 2017 EC meeting 

The meeting was called to order at 4:30. The previous Secretary, Ozeas Costa, had 
distributed a draft of the minutes from December 11. Heather Tanner moved (Terri 
Winnick seconded) that these minutes be approved. The minutes were approved 
unanimously. 

2. Reports 

Senior Staff 

David Tovey reported on the Senior Staff meeting of December 8. It was announced 
that the Cybercafé will be renamed the Scarlet & Gray Café. (Note that it is not a 
Shared Services space.) At that meeting Brian White gave an update on physical 
plant plans. New entrance road construction will begin in April; he announced dates 
for other events farther down the road. There will be a Community Room in Molyet 
Village, an investment of general university funds, not Mansfield campus funds. The 
Campus Campaign was also discussed. 

Norman Jones reported on the Senior Staff meeting of earlier today. He said that it 
focused primarily on “potentially exciting developments.” The regional campuses 
have been asked: if we had a chance for university investment in student support 
initiatives, where would we direct it? In other words, what unmet needs are there in 
this area? Other campuses are talking about housing, but we are looking at 
Recreation Center renovation and at academic success support (retention, learning 
communities, etc.). The central administration may come back with more specific 
requests. 

Faculty Senate 

A report was sent out by Rachel Bowen last week. See the Appendix to these 
minutes. 

  



3. Issues 

Heather Tanner reported that the bookstore isn’t ordering books in sufficient quantity 
for our courses; this makes the beginning of the semester go badly. Some agreed 
with this being a problem, but others mentioned that there are other courses in which 
instructors encourage purchase of on-line versions of the book. 

We are still working to create definitive lists of committee membership for this year, 
including ad hoc committees. Del Lindsey is coordinating this, with assistance from 
Norman Jones, Gary Kennedy, and others. 

(As background to the following, recall that the university has announced that it will 
increase student aid so that all in-state students who qualify for Pell Grants will 
receive an aid package covering the full cost of tuition. The aid program will begin on 
the Columbus campus in autumn 2018. Because of the open admissions at the 
regional campuses, there is some uncertainty about how costly it will be to extend it 
to all campuses.) Norman reports that the Provost says that they are talking “every 
day” about how to extend the Pell Grant aid program to the regional campuses, 
where the neediest pool of students is located. He expects a decision soon. 

We are down now in paid fees 9% compared to one year ago. Norman said that “we 
are in a tight tight time.” 

4. Discussion of a draft plan for campus fundraising 

Norman Jones (Interim Dean) and Cindy Wood (Director of Development & 
Community Relations) presented the plan, which will be discussed in Senior Staff, 
MSAC and Faculty Assembly. They are incorporating feedback from these 
discussions into the plan. 

In September, Norman was asked to come to a meeting with other unit heads in 
preparation for the university’s next Campus Campaign. The campaign is now in the 
planning phase. In the previous “But for Ohio State” campaign, a total goal was 
specified by then-President Gordon Gee; the eventual giving exceeded this figure. 
This time we are beginning with estimates generated by units of the university. Each 
unit was required to submit a draft by December 2017. We discussed the Mansfield 
campus response last fall in the EC, at Faculty Assembly, with MSAC leadership, 
and with Senior Staff. Now that we have a draft, we are taking the plan back to all of 
these groups for further feedback and refinement. Norman says that this procedure 
will help the campaign to be more transformative: we can return to donors and say 
“The campus has been transformed in these particular ways, thanks to what you 
gave.” 

An additional potential upside to this process is that units are encouraged to think 
about cooperation. Donors are likely to be more interested if there are collaborative 
goals. How do we incentivize units to work with each other? The siloing problem 



affects not just regional campuses, but operates across the university. The good 
news is that we’re working on that problem. Norman sees the potential for tying us 
more closely to the whole university as we shape our campaign plans. 

Previously our development model has been focused on gifts of $100,000 and 
above. For certain units of the university, this may be appropriate, but for a regional 
campus this is unrealistic; we could expect maybe one such gift per year. One 
benefit of the campaign planning process is that it has helped us address this 
problem: the regional campuses are now changing from a “major gifts” model to an 
“annual giving” model of development. 

At this stage, we should treat the draft plan document as an extension of Strategic 
Plan. It’s an opportunity to talk about a shared vision and priorities. We’re not locked 
into individual items at this point. Later it can serve as a template for individual 
solicitations and marketing. As Interim Director, Norman feels he should hew closely 
to our previously approved Strategic Plan. 

Cindy said that in formulating the plan, she conducted an analysis of our alumni 
database. Many of our campus alumni feel ties not just to Mansfield but to their 
college or department in Columbus. The estimates in the document are based partly 
on an awareness of what grant possibilities exist, and on likely support from local 
businesses. It incorporates lessons learned from the previous campaign, e.g., there 
were other units that accepted gifts that weren’t helpful or were even a drain. 

Norman and Cindy asked: Does the document reflect our shared priorities? They 
opened the floor to questions. 

Gary Kennedy asked for examples of unhelpful gifts. One example is a 3000-acre 
forest being offered to the School of Environmental & Natural Resources (SENR), for 
which they may not see any good use. Other generalized examples include offers to 
establish unwanted programs (e.g., Vampire Studies), or to tie programs with 
restrictions that become untenable, or to ask for too much control of an endowed 
chair. 

The plan, however, does speak about investments that we feel would be of interest 
to certain local gives, e.g., Engineering program development. As we develop the 
specifics of the plan, we intend to involve our faculty and staff in development 
projects more than in the past, particularly when they involve specific academic 
disciplines. 

Joe Fahey noted a “glaring omission”: there is little in the document about arts and 
culture. There was vigorous agreement. In general discussion, it was pointed out 
that our arts program has taken a big hit in recent budget decisions about theatre 
staffing, music faculty, etc. The arts have led the revitalization of downtown 
Mansfield, and there is a vibrant art community in the Mansfield. None of this is 
mentioned in the document. Maybe we can tie our plans for supporting the arts with 



relevant technologies. Someone asked whether our plans might raise an issue of 
competition with other regional campuses? Norman says we shouldn’t worry about 
this: we are no longer thinking about “boutique models.” 

Rachel Bowen liked that the document talks about support for Learning 
Communities. We should see another opportunity to tie into Columbus campus 
expertise and potential support. In the process, we should try to make the argument 
that we should get some university funding directed toward us. The regional 
campuses are not allowed to charge student life fees and other fees that support co-
curricular and extra-curricular programs. That’s why, in addition to our lower tuition, 
we are at a disadvantage when it comes to funds to support our students who need 
extra support. 

Heather Tanner remarked that the document’s description of the Mathematics 
Literacy Initiative (MLI) doesn’t mention its after-school aspect, called the Young 
People’s Project (YPP). Norman praised the past work of MLI, which has brought in 
over a million dollars. In recent years the grant funding model has changed, and they 
aren’t bringing in as much. The MLI leaders and the campus administration would 
love to be able to set up an endowment model for its funding; this would require an 
estimated 6 to 7 million dollars of endowment. MLI contributes substantively to our 
mission of meeting the needs of our community, and we would love to see it expand. 

Norman said that our campus is becoming increasingly attuned to the specific needs 
of our community, particularly in workforce development. There are high-skill jobs in 
our community, but we are undereducated; there is widespread poverty and housing 
blight. People in the area want to see our students connect to internships and jobs. 
For example, Charles Rivers Laboratories in Ashland has expressed interest in 
partnering with us. 

Our EcoLab initiative is tied to community development. We can push this further 
with increased community partnerships, including involvement in the redevelopment 
of downtown Mansfield. Moving the entrance road is an important feature of our 
campus support of economic development in our region, according to Norman. It will 
help brand the “Campus District” economic development area as affiliated with The 
Ohio State University, which will help spur further development because of 
widespread loyalty to OSU as well as to the attractiveness of university-related 
business districts. 

sets up further town-gown development. “It will make a difference.” The funding for 
that relocation come from sources that can’t be directed anywhere else. 

If we can establish a four-year Engineering program, we will see a real 
transformation, with more students staying at the Mansfield campus for four years. 
We are currently pushing to get an Engineering major approved at the college level 
by the end of this semester. 



Rachel Bowen said that she is hearing a shared vision around the table, but the 
document doesn’t lead off by describing this. The shared vision should be articulated 
up front. There was vigorous agreement. 

Are we talking to local employers as we develop the campaign plan? Yes, we are 
already “teeing up” certain requests. When we begin to publicize the campaign, it will 
already be half accomplished. October 1, 2016 is the start date. It’s contemplated to 
run for about 7 years. 

We are not in good shape in our current budget; Lima is in a similar parlous 
situation. We have decent reserves, but enrollment is down and Norman says we 
are overstaffed, relative to our current enrollment numbers. While we are working 
hard to raise those numbers, we also need to tighten our in the meantime. 

The Provost has stated his vision that as we go forward we are crucial gateways to 
Ohio State. 

Gary Kennedy raised a concern about the development of new majors, which has 
been a long-term effort. We feel that we have been stymied by certain other units of 
the university. Is there any chance to address this issue in our Campaign planning? 
On a related note, Del Lindsey asks: what is new in this plan? How will it do better 
than in the past? 

In Norman’s view, there are three prongs to the enrollment issue: (1) developing our 
Northeast Ohio pipeline, i.e., attracting students from a broader area including the 
Cleveland metro area, (2) Student success and retention on the campus, (3) 
development of new programs. In prong (3), Engineering is the key. He is hard at 
work to obtain approval of a new campus Engineering major from the School of 
Engineering. 

He reports that his term as Interim Dean began as “triage” or a “whirlwind,” but he 
feels that things are settling down. In his view, at the present time he can make the 
most difference by a strong push to establish the new Engineering major. He is 
working with a small task force, and they are currently working toward Curriculum 
Committee approvals in various units. 

The effort to establish an Environmental Science or Environmental Studies degree 
program has shifted to people at the Columbus campus, including environmental 
historians. If such a program is approved, we would probably look to adopt it as one 
of our Mansfield campus offerings. Perhaps our desire to partner with Columbus in 
this way could be articulated in the document. 

Heather Tanner says that our faculty and staff should work with our Director of 
Enrollment to make sure that people in our local area remain aware of OSU-M as an 
attractive option for many students. We offer good value, but in recent years we 
have lost enrollment from local high schools. 



The meeting adjourned at 5:38 

Minutes recorded by Gary Kennedy 
  



APPENDIX 

Rachel Bowen’s Senate report for Executive Committee meeting on January 22, 2018 

Faculty Council met on Thursday, January 18, 2018.  The agenda included a discussion of an 
undergraduate proposal to create a uniform absence policy, an update on the research integrity 
initiative, and a discussion and vote to approve the new Intellectual Property policy. 

1. UGS Proposed Uniform Absence Policy – 3:30-4:00 PM 
   Mario Belfiglio, Chair, Undergraduate Caucus 

• OSU doesn’t have a fleshed-out policy – everything is up to instructor’s discretion.  UGS 
raised significant concern about absences due to religious observance. 

• Many universities have some clear policy, although they vary significantly.  Three 
examples: 

o U Minnesota – clearly lays out many, varied excused absences 
o Northwestern – policy on excused absences due to religious holidays, which are 

overseen by the Provost. 
o U Illinois – regular class attendance is “expected,” but there is a specific sub-

policy on religious observance.  Students fill out a form at the beginning of the 
semester through the Dean’s office. 

• UGS is now seeking faculty feedback.  They do not have a specific policy in mind yet.  
There was a wide-ranging discussion: 

o I teach remedial algebra, near-daily quizzes, drop lowest 6 – I can’t give that many 
make-ups. 

o What constitutes reasonable?  Faculty don’t want to be in the position of deciding 
what is and isn’t reasonable. 

o There are state requirements about contact hours for credit.   
o Faculty, as a practical matter, are not able to differentiate between types of 

absences in big classes (500 students). 
o There should be a difference between having a certain percentage of participation 

that can be missed or dropped according to the syllabus and exams, for which 
documentation might be required. 

o Lab classes are a special problem because they often cannot be made up from a 
practical perspective. 

o Q So, what do we mean by an excused absence?  A MB: Typically, this refers to 
not being penalized in terms of grades. 

o MB: students are especially concerned about finals, such as common exams/ finals 
in some departments.  This past semester, several were given on the evening of 
Yom Kippur. 

o MB: at many peer institutions, this is handled by a central office such as a Dean’s 
office.  The vast majority of schools do have a policy of excusing these absences. 

o Some programs (e.g., Dental Hygiene) have practical exams, etc., that would be 
very difficult to make up. 

o Also, in patient care programs, it may come down to ethical responsibility to 
determine competence.  Students who miss too much instruction time (even for 
legitimate reasons) may not meet standards of competence. 

o Do various offices have the capacity to scale this kind of policy? 



2. Research Integrity Update – 4:00-4:10 PM 
   Randy L. Moses, Interim Senior Vice President for Research 

• This discussion was launched in part because of a National Academies report from April 
2017. 

• The Responsible Conduct of Research training rolled out in December.  16% of 
researchers have completed it so far.  Due date is June 30th. 

• Also looking to update the policies on research misconduct and research data.  Also 
looking to develop a policy around authors’ contributions.  Reproducibility of research is 
also a concern.   

• OSU has acquired a site license of Lab Archives and for Authenticate, which may be 
helpful tools. 

• Externally, OSU intends to convene a conversation at the national level about research 
integrity.  (Maybe in September 2018, but not settled yet.) 

• Q are you going to assess the effectiveness of the training?  A we are aware of the need to 
demonstrate effectiveness, but we’re talking about surveys etc.  Measuring effectiveness is 
a huge national conversation. 

• Q what about accountability/ investigating the big bad actors, who probably know the 
rules?  A we are trying to create an environment where people don’t look the other way.  
We also have to strike a balance and likely won’t be able to get to zero misconduct.  We 
are looking at those policies. 

3. Intellectual Property Policy Discussion and Vote – 4:10-4:45 PM 
   Guy Rub, Chair, Committee on Intellectual Property, Patents, and Copyrights 
IP Policy Presentation 
IP Policy 

• [lengthy presentation that tracked linked PowerPoint] 
o Policy intentionally doesn’t deal with relationship between university units.  Just 

between University and faculty, staff, and students. 
o Instructional work – Faculty owns it, but licensed back to the university for one 

year in general and permanently if others are intended to teach it.   
o There can be contracts that would conflict with this policy (and would control 

rather than the policy). 
o Patents and inventions generally belong to the university.  (This is standard.)  

There is a dispute mechanism.  
o Software is treated like any other “work.” 

• Q Why is software excluded?  What about software created on your own time?  A 
Software is treated differently than other works because of pressure to commercialize.  If 
it is on your own time, it is outside the scope of employment (and thus yours). 

• Q what if you are doing outside consulting work?  It depends on whether it is within the 
scope of your employment.  (Your outsides consulting is also subject to Conflict of 
Interest rules, etc.) 

• Q Section IV A (on other copyrighted materials)?  A Think of the example of e-mails – if 
they are scholarly work, they belong to faculty; if they are not scholarly, teaching, etc., 
they belong to the university.  This is a compromise and may implicate things like FOIA/ 
Ohio Public Records Act.  Other examples might be committee reports, administrative 
work, etc.  All written materials are subject to copyright upon creation, so even our emails 



and other seemingly insignificant creations are in fact copyrighted materials. Thus, there is 
a section that addresses those. 

• There was a motion to table due to many senators not having communicated adequately 
with their constituents.  It failed. 

• There was then a motion to approve, which passed overwhelmingly. 

 

 


