
 
Faculty Assembly May 4, 2018  

  

Present: Abedon, Armond, Bowen, Brunell, Caibar, Callahan, Cavender, Chmutov,  
Curtis, Fahey, Hartz, Jones, Kennedy, Kitchen, Lindsey, Muñoz- Garcia, Nelson, Poggo, 
Putikka, Shaffer, Shannon, Skinner, Sun, Tanner, Thrasher, Tovey, Winnick, Wyzgoski  

Excused/Absent: Bucci, Constantinou, Costa, Delagrange, Farland-Smith, Joyce, 
Kolkovich, Landry, Mazzocco, Ruthsatz  

  

The meeting was called to order at 3:05.  

1. Approval of minutes of the March 28 Faculty Assembly  

The Secretary announced that the minutes of the March 28 meeting will include an 
appendix with Rachel Bowen’s report on the Faculty Senate meeting of February 8. 
Rachel Bowen moved (John Thrasher seconded) that the minutes of the March 28 
meeting be approved. The minutes were approved 21–0, with four abstentions.  

2. Special Election  

Yong-Min Sun conducted an election for the following offices, with the listed 
candidates.  

Past President:  Steve Abedon and Stavros Constantinou  

Secretary: Elizabeth Kolkovich  

Arts & Sciences Faculty Senator: Bill Putikka Arts & Sciences Faculty Senate 
Alternate: Mirel Caibar  

Constantinou was elected, as well as all those running unopposed.  

3. Standing Committee Reports  

We reviewed the end-of-semester reports from our standing committees: Academic 
Enrichment, Budget & Finance, Curriculum, Diversity & Inclusion, Eco-Programming, 
Professional Development, and Student Support.  

Two questions were raised: (1) What kind of furnishings are in the kitchens of the 
student housing? The answer is: basically none. (2) Regarding the $2 million grant 
for a food system intervention mentioned in the Eco-Programming Committee report, 
where are we in the process? Answer: the grant-maker has called for RFPs; we will 
find out whether we invited to submit a full proposal.  



 
4. Senate Report  

Rachel Bowen presented a Faculty Senate report covering meetings in April. She 
requested that we communicate to her any issues that should be taken to the 
Senate in the autumn. Next year Rachel will serve on the Diversity Committee of the 
Senate.  

She was asked: What’s going to happen with the GE curriculum? She said this has 
not been discussed in Faculty Senate since January. The Arts & Sciences Faculty 
Senate will not vote on the curriculum proposal until December. It seems that the 
earliest conceivable date for implementation is autumn 2020.  

5. Change in Eco-programming committee name and charge  

Prior to our meeting, Agus Munoz-Garcia had circulated a proposal from the 
committee, reverting its name to the Eco-Lab Committee and revising several 
elements of the charge. A motion to accept this proposal was brought to the 
Assembly from the Executive Committee.  

It was asked: what was the source of the language about the “community advisory 
subcommittee”? (It is proposed that it be eliminated.) This reflects the history of the 
development of the committee, and is no longer relevant.  

We discussed whether the charge should require that an associated faculty member 
serves on the committee? There was consensus that this is a good addition to the 
committee, but no associated faculty member is required to do this sort of service. 
Our idea for appointing associated faculty to campus committees is that they are 
invited to participate and allowed to participate, but there is no obligation. In practice 
it seems that there is no difficulty in finding willing people. We actually encounter 
more difficulty in recruiting student members to our committees.  

It was proposed that the membership list specify “Associated faculty (0-1)” (just as it 
specifies a variable number of regular faculty). This was accepted as a friendly 
amendment. The motion passed 26-0 with one abstention.  

We noted that, to avoid coercion, the invitations to serve on our committees should 
come from the chairs of the committees and not from the supervisors of the 
associated faculty. Perhaps there should be some language to this effect in the 
Constitution.  

6. Change in PDC grant submission deadlines  

Dawn Kitchen had circulated a proposal from the Professional Development 
Committee, consolidating several deadlines to a common date. This proposal came 
to us as a motion from the Executive Committee. We voted approval by 27–0 with 
one abstention.  



 
The discussion raised these points: (1) Do our rules require that all such deadline 
changes come to the Faculty Assembly? Apparently not, but it seems a good idea 
when they affect everyone. (2) In early autumn, PDC will bring us a similar proposed 
change to the deadlines of FPL, single-course reduction, and SRA proposals.  
(3) Dawn said that the rolling deadline for conference travel seems to have worked 
out well. She reminded us about the possibility of $700 in additional conference 
travel funding. Remember that there is an overall PDC information document located 
in the Faculty & Staff Handbook; the PDC is charged with keeping this document 
current. 

7. Dean’s Report 

Norman Jones was applauded for being appointed as the new Dean & Director of 
the campus, and made his last report to us as Interim Dean. He said he was 
“honored and grateful” to be taking on the permanent job.  

Norman thanked Dawn Kitchen for agreeing to serve as interim Associate Dean. He 
will solicit nominations of candidates for the permanent position, following our 
standard procedure; the person selected will begin service in July 2019. He hopes to 
have the selection process wrapped up by the end of the autumn semester.  

For the moment, there will be no Assistant Dean position. This is partly a cost-saving 
measure.  

We are down 30% from our peak enrollment. Our projected budget shortfall for this 
year is $600,000 to $800,000; that money will come out of our reserves. For next 
year we predict flat enrollment and a balanced budget. For most of the last five 
years we have seen declines in enrollment; thus it is optimistic to even foresee flat 
enrollment — we could decline even further! We need to continue with lean 
budgeting.  

What steps should we taking to increase our enrollment? Our greatest potential for 
growth comes from the Northeast Ohio area. We must work to increase this pipeline, 
and the most important aspect of this is positive word-of-mouth recommendations 
between students.  

It has been announced that the university administration will send us $75,000 per 
year for three years to support student retention. The Pell grant support issue is still 
pending. Norman said that he sees a high likelihood of implementation in Spring 
2019. The worrisome issue is how to control how many first-year students take 
advantage of this. It’s a great thing but potentially costly.  

Will we ever replenish our reserves? Yes, we should do so, and as soon as 
possible. It will be, however, an achievement just to balance the budget next year. 
Our reserves have now fallen below the equivalent of 25% of our annual budget. We 
deliberately spent down part of our reserves over the last few years because central 
administration requested that we not hold in reserves more than the equivalent of 



 
approximately 25% of our annual budget. We would have been in the black over the 
last few years except that we continue to pay debt service on the financing of Riedl 
Hall construction and Ovalwood renovation. Could we pay these debts off early? 
Yes. 

Norman said that we need to have a “double vision”: we must be conservative in our 
expectations and forecasts, but we must make investments in our future. We need 
to continue partnering with our community because we can help each other grow.  

Regarding the fiscal support from Columbus for student retention: It’s a sea change 
for the university to send funding our way. This is potentially the leading edge of 
permanent investment of the university in its regional campuses.  

The metric on which the central administration will judge us is student retention. We 
look good: we are above the national average for open-access campuses. The 
retention number they are most interested in, and the one where we have room to 
make gains, is retention from undergraduate year one to year two. We should work 
to keep more students here for a second year, outside our majors. In judging our 
retention success, however, we will also receive credit for those students who 
change from our campus to Columbus between years one and two. Norman 
emphasized that working to improve retention does not mean weakening our 
standards. It means offering challenges, being supportive, and helping students to 
connect to the campus and feel they belong here.  

There will be a change in the GPA standard for campus change. At the moment a 
student needs a 2.0 GPA after 30 credit hours in order to make the change. The 
proposed change is that after 30 credit hours they need at least a 2.4 in order to 
campus change. Norman said this change is sure to happen, but the timing is 
uncertain. A student earning a 2.4 should be qualified for success in Columbus, but 
those below this figure are in more perilous situation.  

A faculty member asked about the possibility of recruiting from other states, offering 
instate tuition rates to selected students. For the Lima campus, this is already 
allowed in certain counties of Indiana. Could this be a possibility for our campus? In 
a similar vein, we discussed the possibility of recruiting and supporting more 
international students. Such students would require additional support services such 
as ESL. There would be start-up costs. Are there any potential donors with an 
interest in this direction?  

What is happening with Engineering? The school anticipates a 5% enrollment 
increase. We, including Norman, are still working diligently to establish a new 
Engineering major at our campus. Students want this major, and local employers 
want it. To support the new major, there certainly will be new courses; we can’t 
simply reshuffle existing courses.  



 
8. Straw vote on weather closure/class cancellation policy 

Norman Jones asked our advice on simplifying some convoluted language in our 
present policy for closing the campus for part of a day. There was consensus that 
the simplification is a good idea.  

9. Service Restructuring 

Dawn Kitchen laid out her ideas for restructuring our service obligations, and then 
moderated a discussion. There was no intention to bring this to a conclusion, and we 
will resume our consideration of this issue in the autumn. Although she has drafted a 
written proposal, it is in draft stage and she hopes that we don’t bogged down now in 
discussing the details of any specific proposal.  

The impetus for this discussion comes from the following issues: We don’t have 
enough bodies to fill our committee assignments as presently specified. Everybody 
is feeling overworked; we are doing more with fewer resources. We have had to pull 
back on course reductions; this is a morale issue. Although we constantly talk about 
committee restructuring, we never make sweeping changes; perhaps we should 
make them now. Our committee set-up has also been affected by staff hiring; in 
particular, we now have an employee whose job is focused on Diversity & Inclusion.  

Dawn displayed the current standing committee roster. We have an Executive 
Committee plus seven standing committees. She invited us to compare this 
structure with the Regional Campus Visioning document and with the Mansfield 
campus Strategic Plan, which has four prongs. She spoke about the phenomenon of 
“hidden service,” i.e., campus or university service not under the umbrella of our 
standing committees.  

Looking at all this, she invited us to contemplate a new structure consisting of the  
EC plus four standing committees: Campus Culture, Student Success, Resource 
Stewardship, and Faculty Professional Support. The idea is not to make all the old 
responsibilities go into new homes. Some of what we should do is to eliminate 
unnecessary duties and to allow staff to take charge of appropriate responsibilities.  

She opened the floor to comments and questions. Here is a summary, partly with 
attribution.  

There are several things we do ad hoc and that will remain ad hoc, e.g., Promotion & 
Tenure and Peer Evaluation of Teaching.  

Let’s be careful about codifying tasks; we have strayed into doing things that aren’t 
done as service elsewhere at the university.  

Dawn’s proposal specifies specific tasks, and the draft document lists these as 
actionable items. We may look at them and decide: why do we do this? There’s no 
need for us to do this. [Dawn: some of the items in the charges are vaguely broad, 
and not action items.]  



 
 

Additional Comments/Suggestions from Present Faculty Members: 

• Add the ad hoc items into this proposal. This is where “hidden service” piles up.  
• If I were doing this restructuring from scratch, I would do this: Make a list of all 

duties, prune it ruthlessly, and then divide it evenly. (2) P&T is not a serious duty 
until we begin hiring again.  

• We should see a circulated list of service duties.  
• Yes, we should make hidden service visible, but to make big umbrella committees 

maybe won’t solve the problem. What have you cut out? For example, the annual 
student survey and the Academic Awards Celebration are not on the list.  

• Equalize the workloads of committees. Every year we need to know whether the 
committees are doing roughly equivalent amounts of service.  

• Once certain committees disappear, we won’t cover their responsibilities. For 
example, Arts & Lecture has disappeared, and we don’t have much such 
programming on our campus.  

• These committees don’t cover our professional service. [Dawn: this is currently in 
the rubric. But I’m also proposing to discard the rubric!]  

• At the end of autumn semester, when we discussed whether there is gender bias 
in service, I thought we asked what sorts of service is done on the campus. Look 
at everybody’s service rubric, and find out what we really do. We need an 
exhaustive list. (2) We’re trying to maintain the same size EC with a shrinking 
faculty body.  

• Our EC doesn’t function the same way as at other campuses. Is this good or bad? 
Should we pull back? Or do we want the EC to be on top of what’s happening 
across the campus?  

• This is a positive move forward. We’ve tried to handle the issue previously, and 
have not been successful. But the reality is: we need to cut back on what we do.  

• We still need to have the gender conversation, but it’s not usefully related to the 
current discussion of service.  

• When we started the gender-inequity conversation about service, we never got to 
gender inequity, but got sidetracked about general issues of service expectations 
and “hidden service.” Before sending around this proposal, we should ask not just 
“What are we doing?” but also “What do we want to be accomplishing?”  

  

The meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m.  

Minutes recorded by Gary Kennedy  
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