
Executive Council Meeting 
May 3, 2017 
 

Present: Ozeas Costa, Donna Farland-Smith, Carol Landry (via Skype), Phil Mazzocco, Heather Tanner, David 
Tovey, Terri Winnick, Faith Wyzgoski. 
 
1. Changes to the charge of the Professional Development Committee (PDC) 
 

Meeting was called to order at 12:05 pm with a discussion of the proposed change to the PDC charge. The 
committee is recommending striking the following from its charge: 
 

“Review the appropriateness of specific research-related proposals for computer hardware and software and 
recommending appropriate action.” 
   

Some pointed out that the committee has rarely made such revisions in the past and that we will likely not do it 
again for the foreseeable future now that the OCIO has complete control over such matters of computers and 
technology. Phil moved (Heather seconded) that the Executive Council accept the recommendation of the PDC 
to strike the above language from its charge. Motion passed unanimously.  
 
 
2. PDC’s recommendation of changes to the faculty workload policy  
 

• Some expressed concern and disagree that, under the “administrative course reductions” (page 2, section 
3b), a course reduction was added to the Faculty Secretary. Some pointed out that there are other roles that 
require equal or more time dedication that are not being considered for course reductions. Others pointed out 
that without a course reduction we will have a hard time finding volunteers for the position. Another aspect to 
be considered is that if we increase the number of course reductions for service positions we will inevitably – 
due to budget constraints – reduce the number of course releases for research and scholarship. A discussion 
ensued about the pros and cons of awarding such course release. One incentive that many are not aware of 
is that a “4” rating on your service record is automatically granted for being faculty secretary. A motion was 
put forward to remove the course reduction for the faculty secretary (Heather moved, Phil seconded). The 
motion passed with one vote against and one abstention. 
 

• We also discussed the level of participation of the TIU chair on the “annual review process” (page 4, section 
7). Some in the PDC thinks that the TIU chair should not be too heavily involved in evaluating a regional 
campus faculty because they “really don’t have a real good understanding of the time commitments of the 
teaching and service parts of our workload.” Another comment: “Having the Dean consult with TIU chairs for 
evaluating the research part of our workload is fine, but having them comment on how effective we have been 
in a given year in using a one course reduction, SA or FPL (though for the FPL there are formal reporting 
requirements) is not a good idea.  They simply do not have a good feeling for how much other work we do.” 
A discussion ensued and some of the faculty members present volunteered their own experiences dealing 
with their respective TIU chairs regarding the annual review process. A motion was then put forward (Heather 
moved and Phil seconded) that the following sentences be removed from the policy: 

 

“In cases where the evidence supports the conclusion that the goals and percent efforts were met, the faculty 
member will remain eligible to apply for new course reductions. In the event it is determined that the faculty 
member did not meet the stated goals and percent efforts, then that faculty member will remain ineligible for 
any course load reduction other than for administrative reasons for a period of not less than two (2) years 
from the original release term.” The motion passed unanimously. 
 

• Another item discussed was the question of “scheduling” classes (page 4, section 9) during times that are not 
popular among faculty (such as early mornings and evenings). Language in the policy tries to ensure fair 
distribution of less preferred course days and times by requiring faculty in each department to take turns 
teaching these courses, and proposes that faculty members who do not teach their expected load become 
ineligible for course releases. Some on the PDC (“It is unrealistic to expect all faculty to rotate among 
morning/afternoon/evening scheduling slots”) as well as some members of the executive council thought this 
proposition should not be at the workload policy. A motion was then put forward (Phil moved and Carol 
seconded) that the following sentences be removed from the policy: 

 

“They will also ensure that there is a fair distribution of less preferred course days and times – faculty in each 
area must take turns teaching evening or morning courses at the same rate (unless these slots are preferred 
by some faculty). Faculty members who do not teach their expected load and /or who do not conform to 
requests to teach early morning or evening courses will not be eligible for course releases.” The motion passed 
unanimously. 



 

• Lastly, in the case of “combination of multiple course reductions in one year” (page 3, section 4), Carol 
reminded that some science courses with labs are 5 cr and that would create a problem if the minimum 
teaching load a year is fixed at 8. To solve this, a motion was made (Heather moved and Carol seconded) to 
change the original sentence to “ … in no case shall a tenure-track faculty member teach fewer than 8-9 credit 
hours per year …” The motion passed unanimously. 

• Phil moved to accept the whole document as amended. Heather seconded and the motion was approved 
unanimously. 

 
3. Changes to the APT document  
 

• Heather reminded us that the current version of the APT document does not reflect the changes proposed by 
the EC regarding promotion to Associate professor with tenure (page 12, section 6.2.1). 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 following new language was proposed by the EC on its last meeting: 
“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”. A justification of this change is listed at 
the minutes of the EC meeting from April 10, 2017. After discussion, we agreed to send the APT document to 
the faculty assembly as is but remind them that we will need to reconcile the new changes proposed by the 
EC into the document. Heather volunteered that, if the suggestions pass at the faculty assembly meeting on 
Friday, she will help with the new language.  
 

• A change was proposed to the section on performance review of associated faculty (page 4, section 3.1.2). 
The new language proposed for the section on “Lectures and Senior Lectures” is as follows: 
“Appointment as a lecturer requires that the individual have, at a minimum, a master’s degree (or equivalent 
experience) in a field appropriate for the subject matter to be taught. Evidence of or potential for high quality 
instructional ability is required. Lecturers are not eligible for tenure. Appointment as a senior lecturer 
requires that the individual have, at a minimum, a doctorate or terminal degree in a field appropriate for the 
subject matter to be taught, along with evidence of ability to provide high quality instruction; or a master’s 
degree and at least five years of teaching experience at OSU-Mansfield with documented high-quality 
performance. Senior lecturers are not eligible for tenure. Lecturers’ and senior lecturers’ responsibilities 
pertain strictly to formal course instruction. The assessment of teaching includes more than judging 
performance before a classroom audience. In addition, course organization, communication of course goals 
to students, motivation, testing, and help outside of the classroom all contribute to teaching success. 
Professional development in the classroom and beyond is supported and recognized. The Associate Dean 
will follow criteria established by TIUs in determining whether a candidate is qualified for a lecturer 
appointment. Auxiliary appointments are generally made for a period of one year, unless a shorter period is 
appropriate to the circumstances. All associated faculty appointments expire at the end of the appointment 
term and become eligible for contract renewal based on a performance review as well as the continued 
need for the position.” 
 

• A change was also proposed to section 2 (Campus Mission), on the paragraph about Ohio State Quality (page 
3, first paragraph). The new language proposed is as follows: 
“All courses and curricula offered on the Mansfield campus fully maintain the same content and standards 
as those offered in Columbus. All regular faculty hold the highest degree awarded by their profession, and 
almost all non-tenure track faculty hold a master’s degree or higher, except in extenuating circumstances. 
Regular faculty are members of their OSU departments and meet departmental criteria for promotion and 
tenure. Regular faculty are expected to remain current in their professions by engaging in active 
scholarship. Associated faculty meet criteria for renewal through excellence in teaching.” 
 

• David moved to accept the whole document as amended. Heather seconded and the motion was approved 
unanimously. 

 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 1:51 pm.  
 


