
Faculty Assembly 
February 8, 2018 

 

Present: Abedon, Armond, Brunell, Bucci, Callahan, Cavender, Chmutov, Constantinou, 
Costa, Curtis, Delagrange, Fahey, Hartz, Jones, Joyce, Kantor, Kennedy, Kitchen, 
Lindsey, Nelson, Poggo, Putikka, Shaffer, Shannon, Sun, Tanner, Tovey, Winnick, 
Wyzgoski; Kinney, Hopson 

Excused/Absent: Bowen, Caibar, Farland-Smith, Kolkovich, Landry, Mazzocco, Muñoz-
Garcia, Ruthsatz, Skinner, Thrasher 

The meeting was called to order at 12:38. 

1. Advertisement of AURCO conference 

Ozeas Costa advertised the upcoming AURCO (Association for Regional Campuses 
of Ohio) conference, to be held on our campus on April 6 & 7. He handed out copies 
of a poster. 

2. Approval of minutes of the December 1 Faculty Assembly 

Heather Tanner moved (Sergei Chmutov seconded) that the minutes of the 
December 1, 2017 meeting be approved. The minutes were approved 20 – 0 with 3 
abstentions. 

3. Dean’s report; discussion of a draft plan for campus fundraising 

Interim Dean & Director Norman Jones began with a quick announcement: Since our 
last Faculty Assembly meeting, Lyft has started service in Mansfield; we hope this 
will be of benefit to our students. 

The rest of his report, and the ensuing discussion, was devoted to the OSU-
Mansfield Plan for Campus Fundraising over the next seven years. Cindy Woods 
drafted the plan in consultation with Norman; unfortunately she was not available for 
today’s meeting. The plan was discussed by the Executive Committee at its most 
recent meeting, and will continue to be discussed there. The draft report has also 
been taken to Senior Staff and MSAC; it will be revisited before the end of semester. 
Cindy and Norman will conduct a brown bag later in the semester. The document 
will be edited in light of comments made here and elsewhere. Norman hopes that a 
final version of the Plan will be presented to the Faculty Assembly for formal 
consideration at the end of the semester. 

Our campus plan is part of the planning phase of the university’s new campaign. The 
university administration and the development office have made a deliberate 
decision to move to a new plan of development: from a big gifts model to an annual 
giving model. 



A team of at least six people from the Columbus campus visited us last Friday. 
During the visit, we discussed issues of alignment with Columbus. As an example, 
can financial support for students from Northeast Ohio follow those students when 
they change campuses? A positive answer would probably be attractive to donors. 

Norman hopes that we can come together around a shared vision. Our campaign 
should describe how our campus will be transformed if the campaign is successful. 
We want to present an inspiring vision to our new dean. (In a similar vein, we want to 
come together around a shared idea of how to restructure our service duties and 
expectations.) 

The floor was opened to questions and comments. 

It was asked: Once the plan has been submitted, how locked in will we be? Norman 
said that there will be flexibility. As soon as one campaign ends, the next one 
begins. We are in the planning phase, with our current goal to make a reasonable 
estimate about what we can reasonably ask for. We want a plan that is 
transformative. We want to be able to say: “Here is where Ohio State is, and where 
we couldn’t have been without the campaign support.” Our plan will be a framework, 
but we are not locked into all its particulars. 

Dawn said she was pleased and impressed by what the Columbus representatives 
learned about our campus during their visit: “they were really listening.”  

Norman said that some of what is in our plan is based on preparing for certain 
specific requests, which are already being teed up. Some of this the Faculty 
Assembly may know about; others are more confidential. Now that Norman’s “triage 
period” (his first six months as interim dean) is over, he thinks that the place where 
he can make the biggest difference to our campus is by pushing the approval of a 
new Engineering major. There appears to be local support for this initiative from 
local manufacturers; the community really wants us to offer this degree. Similarly, 
there is community interest in supporting the plan for renovation and expansion of 
our science facilities in Conard. 

The Executive Committee told Cindy and Norman that our plan should lead off with a 
positive shared vision, rather than the rustbelt history that’s currently in the 
document. The document has not been revised since the EC meeting, but Norman 
will articulate his vision in accord with our discussions, and eventually the document 
will be revised in this direction. 

The “five pillars” of the plan should be read as a template or resource as we shape 
specific requests. 

Norman said that “We aim to be a much greater supporter of our community’s 
economic development.” In talking to community leaders, we find that NC State has 
a strong presence because of its involvement in community economic development. 
Ohio State has a more elitist reputation. During the great recession, our county went 



to almost 15% unemployment; now it’s down to 5-6%. The economy is heating up; 
there are 3000 unfilled jobs in the county. There is a skilled workforce shortage, and 
we are essentially the only entity in the county bringing in outsiders. To plug into 
local economic needs, Norman says that our near-term priorities should be 
(1) supporting local manufacturing by implementation of a new Engineering degree, 
(2) continuing our urban agriculture initiative, and (3) developing the campus district 
near campus, in conjunction with local government and business. 

The new entrance road is a huge development, and will lead to the development of a 
new “Ohio State campus business district.” There is great support locally for this 
initiative. 

Underlying all of our planning is the fact that we are becoming a more residential 
campus. We are the open access entry to The Ohio State University, and the 
university wants to focus on us for support of students. 

Glenn Hartz agreed that we can’t sell the idea of “digging out of a hole.” Norman 
agreed: we need to play up our strengths. In terms of retention and graduation rates, 
we are one of the top two open-access college campuses in Ohio, and we are 
among the top twenty in the nation. We offer a great start to over 200 majors, OSU 
is the most widely beloved institution of higher education in the state, and we have 
outstanding faculty. We attract under-served populations to higher education, 
including first-generation students, Pell-eligible students, and students of color.  

Our biggest current challenge is enrollment. How does this vision help us to solve 
the enrollment problem? Our toehold in Northeast Ohio is new; we need to get good 
word-of-mouth from current students to prospectives. At the moment, we can’t afford 
adding lots of new academic programs, facilities, etc. 

The name change of the CyberCafé to the Scarlet & Gray Café, together with the 
accompanying OSU alumni display, is indicative of our ties to the university as a 
whole. We have a new wooden figure of Brutus Buckeye, which will be placed in 
some prominent campus location. 

Norman said that if we can add a 4-year Engineering degree, that will attract many 
students. There are good students academically who just miss out on getting 
admitted to the Columbus campus, because of the limited space there. 

Cynthia Callahan asked: To what extent should this document be aspirational, and 
to what extent practical? Not much in this document refers to the Humanities. Should 
we push a lot of money to new initiatives, rather than supporting and improving what 
we have? Will we use one plan for fundraising and a different “triage plan” in 
practice? 

Should Social Work be further supported? Should it be somewhere in our plan? 
There are many issues in the community which relate to Social Work. Norman 
replied that donors don’t give for this sort of purpose, unlike the interest in 



Engineering. He said that some donors love OSU and want to give unfettered 
money. Most, however, have a passion for something, and we need to connect to it. 

Cynthia asked: If we have this vision, how does it affect our day-to-day choices? 
How does it affect our established degree programs in (for example) English, 
History, and Psychology? 

Norman said that we know that more students are coming who are less 
academically prepared. Columbus has noticed, and has asked us how we can 
further support them. Campus change requirements may be changing: within the 
next two years, they will likely be raised to a 2.5 minimum GPA and 30 credit hours 
(currently, a 2.0 GPA is the minimum). This will result in our campus increasing its 
population of academically under-prepared students. We have majors suitable for 
many levels of preparation. Our retention and graduation rates are strong because 
we have strong students among our ranks. We need to learn how to provide 
wraparound services for students who need support for how to be college students, 
preparing for careers, and offering them a wide range of possibilities. 

Ozeas Costa said he feels that the document misses one thing: What do our 
students want? The best local high school students aren’t interested in what we are 
offering academically. Norman replied that in many cases what they want is to go to 
a big campus, in a bigger town than Mansfield. 

Kip Curtis followed up on Cynthia’s comments. He said that the Humanities are 
suffering at our university. We need to be careful in shaping our development, 
because it will drive what we do. We need to say “This is what we do really well,” 
and educate our donors about these strengths. Local companies are hiring English 
majors. This is because we bring in students and teach them to write and think. They 
become a valuable work force, no matter the major. 

Norman replied that $2.8 million of this plan is earmarked for student support. The 
Engineering major initiative is a relatively smaller piece. The college of Arts & 
Sciences in Columbus has taken us for granted, and doesn’t realize how much we 
can do for them if they help us. By contrast, the Fisher College of Business thinks 
we are a great pipeline. SENR (the School of Environment and Natural Resources) 
is building a whole program for a “diversity pipeline” for which we are the entry point. 
Arts & Sciences has not done anything similar. Individual departments have seen 
value in partnering with us, however. For example, when we lost a French instructor, 
that department helped us to find a way to continue offering French. 

Dawn reiterated that there is a lot of commitment from Ontario for the campus 
district. The students living here care about Ohio State spirit. They want things to do 
on the weekend, and they want reliable transportation. 

Bill Putikka pointed out that a lot of students enter the Engineering program saying 
that they want to be Engineers, and then discover that they have an interest or 



aptitude for something else. They will move to other possibilities here, if we offer 
them. 

The meeting was adjourned at 1:27. 

 

Minutes recorded by Gary Kennedy 


