
Faculty Assembly Minutes 
Thursday, Dec. 6, 2018 
  
Steve Abedon, Cody Armond, Rachel Bowen, Amy Brunell, Terri Bucci, Mirel Caibar, Cynthia 
Callahan, Sergei Chmutov, Stavros Constantinou, Kip Curtis, Joe Fahey, Glenn Hartz, Adrienne 
Hopson, Norman Jones, Jamison Kantor, Dawn Kitchen, Carol Landry, Del Lindsey, Phil 
Mazzocco, Agus Munoz-Garcia, Scopas Poggo, Bill Putikka, Dennis Shaffer, Kate Shannon, Jeff 
Sprang, John Thrasher, Kelly Whitney, Terri Winnick, Faith Wyzgoski. 
 
Excused: Mollie Cavender, Carolyn Skinner, Yongmin Sun, Heather Tanner. 
 
Del Lindsey called the meeting to order at 1:03 p.m.  
 

1. Approval of the minutes of Oct. 29, 2018 Special Faculty Assembly: Carol Landry made 
a motion to approve, which was seconded by Steve Abedon. 19 voted to approve, none 
against, and 6 abstentions. 
 

2. Discussion of End-of-Semester Standing Committee Reports: In response to the Budget 
and Finance Committee report, a faculty member asked for more information about the 
“land manager” position it mentioned. Norman Jones explained that the vision 
statement of Ecolab, which was approved by Faculty Assembly, included such a position. 
This person would be a clinical faculty member who understands our natural resources 
and has supervisory oversight of those resources. Two other Ohio State units—School of 
Environmental and Natural Resources and Extension—would each pay 3/8 of the 
position’s salary, and the Mansfield Campus would pay 1/4. A job description is being 
developed. Another faculty member asked a clarifying question about the addition of 
new members to the Diversity and Inclusion Committee. Regarding the Professional 
Development Committee, one faculty member noted that there was no announcement 
of the Dec. 1 deadline for course reduction applications; PDC members agreed to send 
an announcement about willingness to accept late applications this time. We discussed 
the value and requirements of the UCAT training; faculty who complete this training 
earn a pay raise. In response to a question about the STEP program, Norman explained 
that a proposal was submitted yesterday to bring this program to the regional 
campuses, including a proposed two cohorts (approximately 15-16 students each) in 
Mansfield in Autumn 2019. This is a nationally recognized program for second-year 
students that includes scholarship money for students ($2000 for which they can apply) 
and $5000 stipends for faculty mentors (which includes $2500 in salary bonus and 
$2500 in research or travel money). It includes an already established curriculum, 
although there will need to be some changes because it was designed for the Columbus 
campus. Norman should know soon whether the proposal is approved.  

 
3. Senate Report: Rachel Bowen highlighted the Suicide Task Force Report, linked in her 

Senate Report, as important and with great recommendations. It is almost exclusively 
about the Columbus campus; Rachel plans to follow up to ask how the Columbus 



campus might support mental health services on regional campuses as well. Someone 
asked about the General Education proposal; Bill Putikka reported that progress is 
currently stalled for six months. Its budget is the primary problem 

 
4. Dean’s Report (Norman Jones): He hopes to have news on our proposed Engineering 

degree soon, within six weeks. The new campus entrance way is open. There is a 
temporary sign; a permanent sign should be installed within the next several months 
(the installation may need to wait for warmer weather). One faculty member asked 
about the purpose of the moved entrance. Norman explained that the plan for this new 
entrance helped convince developers to build Buckeye Village Apartments, and he 
added that other developers in the City of Ontario are considering building a recreation 
center (which will include a swimming pool) near Buckeye Village. These projects are 
predicated on the campus being closely connected to that real estate development 
area, and the new entrance is the tangible sign of this connection—one that is very 
important to developers. The only campus funds used to create the new entrance are 
from a land sale along Walker Lake Road; it has not sold yet. The new entrance was paid 
for primarily by grants. 

 
5. Yearly Evaluation of Tenure-Track Faculty Service: Dawn Kitchen introduced the new 

service document, which enables faculty to write either a narrative or bulleted list. She 
clarified that voting on this is decoupled from restructuring standing committees. Del 
Lindsey explained the Executive Council’s intention behind this format: we hope to 
create a culture in which everyone willingly contributes to campus service because it is 
important and highly relevant to our mission, not because it is required. We discussed 
the document’s wording and application. Faculty members made the following points:  

• It is a chance to talk about service in a more comprehensive way. 
• The document specifies that the annual review includes a rating, not a ranking.  
• A narrative is a lot for an administrator to read. 
• Why this format and not the core dossier? What if we had an option to submit 

the service portion of the dossier and include an addendum clarifying what 
service is relevant to the Mansfield campus. 

• The document does not require faculty to report whether they attended all 
Faculty Assembly meetings. Should it? It is important to have guidelines for what 
we expect, but we do not expect a list of precise dates. 

Voted by paper ballot: 19 yes, 3 no, 2 abstained. 
 

6. Faculty Retreat: Del Lindsey proposed a tenure-track faculty retreat in the spring 
semester to address morale issues. There have been many changes to campus life in the 
last decade, including semester conversion, a budget shortfall, shrinking tenure-track 
faculty, the Ovalwood renovation, the move to a two-day-a-week teaching schedule, 
and gender inequity in service. These issues have led to a fragmentation of tenure-track 
faculty, and a fairly recent survey showed that this campus had the lowest morale of all 
the regional campuses. We have a new administration sensitive to these issues and 
interested in supporting faculty, so what can we do? At the same time, tenure-track 



faculty are more engaged in research than in the past. How can we support faculty 
scholarship? A retreat could address these questions, along with others such as: what 
kind of campus do we want, and how do tenure-track faculty contribute to campus 
culture? The first step is a survey to ask faculty opinions about a location, time, and 
purpose of a retreat. Should we bring in an outside facilitator? Should the retreat be one 
or two days? Where should we meet? Del suggested choosing a place that is convenient 
but psychologically distant. What should be on our agenda? Potential agenda items 
include workload, research time, service (e.g. what it means to “meet expectations” in 
service), the way classes are scheduled, comradery and community-building. Discussion 
followed: 

• We would like the retreat to be for tenure-track faculty so we can discuss 
faculty-specific problems and workload issues, including scholarship. 

• We had a similar retreat in 2004 (but for faculty and staff) at Mohican State Park, 
and it was valuable. 

• We used to have more of a social identity as tenure-track faculty.  
• What would we get out of a retreat? What end result do we want to achieve? So 

that the event is not a space simply to air grievances, the survey ahead of time 
can compile problems so that the retreat can be focused and goal-oriented. We 
cannot solve ten years’ worth of problems at once.  

• The Art of Hosting disappeared after we did it; we should have a clear goal and a 
commitment to our shared vision. What we get out of this is community. 

• One faculty member recommended that we consider using Open Space 
Technology.  

• Do we want to include administrators, and for the entire time or part of the 
retreat? 

 
The meeting concluded at 3 p.m. 
 
Minutes recorded by Elizabeth Kolkovich. 


