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Perkins called the meeting to order with the following members present: Beckmann, Bennett, Boileau, Murphy for Charter, Crick, Daglaris, Du, Eisenberg, Emerson, Fathepure, Fitzgerald, Glenn, Haley, Harp, Hildebrand, Joshi, Lutter, Manning-Ouellette, Joyce, McGlynn, Olsen, Parkison, Pranger, Riley, Shear, Slevitch, Weiser, Xie. 
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	Perkins welcomed everyone to the Faculty Council meeting. Perkins established that a quorum was present and brought the meeting to order. Perkins stated we have a lot of business to take care of since we missed the March meeting. Perkins asked those present to sign the attendance sheet. Perkins asked everyone on Zoom to please put their name in the chat so their attendance can be recorded. Perkins asked anyone who has a question to raise their hand or type their question in the chat, and to direct questions to Bryan Jennings who is watching the chat. He will then communicate the questions to the group. Perkins reminded everyone to please set their microphones to mute. Perkins stated Since the March meeting was cancelled due to the power outage, the first item of business was the approval of the February 10, 2026, minutes. These were electronically distributed and are available on the Faculty Council website. Perkins asked for corrections or objections to the approval of the minutes. Seeing none, stated the minutes are approved. Perkins stated the second item of business is adoption of the agenda which was also electronically distributed and is also available on the Faculty Council website. Perkins asked if there were any corrections to the agenda. Seeing none, Perkins asked for a vote to adopt the agenda. Harp moved and Fathepure seconded the motion. Perkins asked those in favor to say “Aye”, those on zoom to enter their vote in the chat. Those opposed do the same. Motion passed and the agenda was adopted. Perkins stated that we have two special reports today. The first report will be given by Dr. Jennifer Glenn, Chair of the Career Track committee. Dr. Glenn the floor is yours. 

Special Reports: 

A. Jennifer Glenn and Jennifer Lebreck: Career Track Survey Results



Glenn introduced herself and Lebreck. They are here on behalf of the Career Track Faculty Council committee to give an update on their work over the past 3 years. 
Glenn and Lebreck presented the above PowerPoint presentation and gave the following background information on the committee: We were formed 3 years ago, to represent, at that time, non-tenure faculty and I want to thank the Faculty Council for their belief in the need for this. Especially Dr. Jim Knapp, who I know is online from Geology. He's a tenured professor who led that cause that there needed to be representation, in faculty governance, because at that time, career track faculty did not have a vote, did not have a say, in faculty governance matters, and thus this career track or non-tenure track committee was formed. And you can see here what we had a very specific charge. Overall, we were looking at just providing representation for career track faculty in faculty council and to university administration. This opportunity has given us that. In the fall of 2023, this committee started. It was a special committee for 3 years. The committee that signed on signed on for 3 years, and we're finishing up those 3 years this spring. This is why we're talking to you today. Part of our charge was just to define who Career Track faculty are and look at what kind of representation should we or could we have in faculty governance. We also were charged with looking at policies. We did a lot of policy work, looking at career track titles, appointments, promotion paths, voting rights, things like that. We've worked with the Faculty committee of Faculty Council quite a bit. Glenn wanted to say a special thanks, to the Provost's office. They have been nothing but very supportive, very helpful, and it has been, in my opinion, a wonderful collaboration between our committee, and the Provost and the Senior Vice Provost. Thank you for that, because we appreciate it. Glenn  pointed out that because it's been such a positive thing for us, and it's been so collaborative and so beneficial to our cause.
Glenn stated to give you an idea of our committee, I want to put this up here (see slide 4) because the way faculty council committees are structured is they have to be chaired by a faculty council member, meaning an elected member. When the committee started, we had no elected members, because we weren't members of the general faculty, we couldn't be elected. Glenn thanked Dr. Brad Lawson, he's a tenured faculty member in accounting, who co-chaired it with me in the beginning, since I wasn’t an elected member at that time. It helped us really get started. Currently, I chair the committee. The other faculty council members, the elected members, Eric Harp, who's here today, who's from the Center for Health Sciences, Mark Pranger, I guess, from OSUIT, and then we have, 10 other faculty members. We have a very large committee, and that's the way it was set up initially. Today we'll be voting on a new structure for this committee, but we wanted a lot of representation from around the university. You can just see the titles, the colleges and departments people represented. We have a professor of practice from MSIS, we have an assistant professor of Professional Practice from the libraries, University Libraries, Evan Davis, from Management Science and Information Systems, Laura Emerson, who's in Mechanical Engineering Technology, Shirley Evans, who's a teaching associate professor in Nutritional Sciences. Another great piece of our committee is we can have tenure-track faculty, and Reed Holyoak from Vet Med has been on our committee, and he's really been invaluable. His perspective has been invaluable. He's done a lot of work with career track faculty in Vet Med also; he's just been fantastic. It's not just been career track faculty. Sarah Johnson from Counseling and Counseling Psychology, Natasha Karaca from the School of Music, Greenwood School of Music, Jen from Psychology, and Jonathan Ludwig from Languages and Literature. My point being, this wasn't just some little niche kind of committee. Faculty Council was very intentional in getting a lot of representation from across the university. People had to volunteer and had to sign up, so we pulled from a pool of people who wanted to serve.
A little bit about our committee background and accomplishments, just to give you a snapshot over the past 3 years. In the spring of 2023 was when the Faculty Council decided we need some representation for, at that time, non-tenure track faculty. The feeling nationwide is that non-tenure track has kind of a negative connotation, and so that was part of what we worked on, too, is just renaming that. Then in the fall of 2023, our standing committee was formed. Most of the people on the committee today, including Jen, have been on the committee all three years. This continuity has helped us quite a bit. We formed that standing committee, and we were trying to figure out what we are going to do? We were given some charges, but the first thing that we did that was really, substantive was getting our bylaws update approved. We changed the bylaws of the general faculty of OSU, which requires lots of steps, including a vote by the general faculty at OSU. Of course, who was the general faculty at OSU at that time? It's all tenure and career track faculty. What we did was to establish ourselves as voting members of the general faculty. We started at the beginning; how can career track members be included in general faculty by changing these bylaws? We spent the good part of a year just explaining. Glenn stated one thing I want to make very clear is we never were interested, or none of our work was done in anything around tenure. It was all just advocating for career track in that lane. The work we do does not focus on tenure, does not focus on getting us on committees, making any decision around tenure, or anything around that. We're trying to provide clear, meaningful policies for career track policies. This was a big win. I also think we started to get the word out, who are career track faculty. We established ourselves as voting members of Faculty Council. The next thing we did in that year was Policy 20903, which is Career Track Faculty Positions, I’ll talk a little bit about this in a second, but we defined who are the career track faculty. What are their titles? We started working on reappointment and promotion policy and pathways, and made some headway there, but that was updated and codified, in 23-24. Then in 24-25, we started collaborating closely with the Faculty Council Faculty Committee to work more on further clarification of reappointment and promotion policies, processes at the unit level, at the college level, at the university level, just to get something in writing so that we would have some standardization across the university. We felt very strongly that it needed to be standardized. We worked on Policy 20902, which is the reappointment, promotion, and tenure process for ranked faculty. That's what it was called at the time. We started having some input on that, and again, so for 2 years, on this, the updates that we'll be voting on in May, our committee, the faculty committee, and the provost's office have just worked hand-in-hand on trying to figure out how do we best represent this, and how do we put something into policy that everyone can use, and that is fair and makes sense.
Last spring we developed a survey for Career Track faculty. We felt the need to put a stake in the ground. Who are Career Track faculty? Do they know what their contract links are? Do they understand their roles? How do they feel the perception of those roles are amongst their colleagues in administration? Open-ended questions to give us feedback and be a starting point. You cannot improve what you do not understand. Part of what we're going to talk about today are the results of that survey. This year we've worked a lot, again, on the reappointment and promotion policy, and we'll talk a little more
Who are career track faculty? When we worked on 20903, which is the policy, career track faculty positions, I want to explain this, because we're also trying to get the word out so that you can understand it's important that Faculty Council understands, they can talk about it, and be a point of information for your departments. But we're similar to tenure track in some ways, and what are those ways. We do a lot of the same things in terms of supporting and enhancing instructional, research, outreach, clinical extension programs. At OSU, we are typically full-time employees, doing all of these things. It's a position that requires experience and credentials in line with your discipline and accreditation requirements. These are credentialed and positions that are very foundational to the workings of the university. Glenn stated she is teaching faculty and works with a lot of students, and I love that. I love working with students, and I'm grateful to have a job where I can do what I love. I have a very heavy teaching load, which allows some other people to maybe do more research. It's hand-in-hand in that way. We differ from tenure track, and this is the point that we've really been working on, is that we don't have standardized, renewable, multi-year terms of employment. And that's one thing that we are suggesting in the future for this policy. We differ because we are not eligible for tenure, and nothing that we're working on addresses that. It's also important to know that roles and responsibilities vary by career track title, because we have multiple titles. How are we different from temporary faculty? We get this question a lot, so I want to make this clear, and that was part of the policy that we worked on. There was not a committee for temporary faculty, so we had to figure out who are temporary faculty, who are career track faculty, and we're going to focus on career track faculty. That's what we have been doing. But who are the temporary faculty? They're typically hired for specific short-term or emergency needs. The titles of temporary faculty would be adjunct, visiting professor, research professional, lecturer, resident, postdoctoral fellow, etc. And all this is in policy, so you can see that. We wanted to start putting some policy around titles, which I think makes it very clear, what's your title? That tells you what kind of position you're in, in terms of career track. For career track faculty we have these titles and responsibilities. Clinical faculty, which might be involved in clinical supervision, teaching, patient care, that sort of thing. Extension Specialists who serve the state and county, or area, Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service Programming, Extension Specialists. Professional Practice faculty. They typically have substantial professional, non-academic experience in the area where they work. They also can do teaching and research and have appropriate credentials. The two of us are teaching faculty, and carry a heavy teaching load, but in addition, do a lot of service, some research may include some research and outreach. And then lastly, Research faculty. And those are typically developing research programs that are externally funded.
Lebreck stated she wants to tell everyone a bit about the survey that we did. It was October of 2025 when we conducted the survey, so not super long ago, and the idea was to better understand the needs and concerns of career track faculty specifically. We wanted to look at issues of inconsistency in compensation, workload, appointment, reappointment, and promotion, for which there were many, and look for clarification for job responsibilities and expectations. We sent the survey to 545 career track faculty across the OSU system on the Stillwater, IT, Tulsa, and CHS campuses. This was based on a distribution list, from Institutional Research. We had a 37% completion rate, which, as a psychologist who runs surveys, that's pretty good.
Lebreck discussed some of the findings from the survey. One of the first really important things that we wanted to establish was how long the current terms and enrollments were for career track faculty. Lebreck stated that 14% of the participants in the survey didn't know how long their appointment was. That's potentially problematic, but of the career track faculty who did know their length of appointment, just over half had a 3-year renewable contract. This is consistent with what many of us have. The remaining participants had a variety of different contract lengths. We then asked if there was an opportunity to update and or standardize a career track faculty appointment term length across the university, which option would you prefer. As you can see here, overwhelmingly, I believe it was 84% of participants responded that they would like a contract length similar to tenure track, so something like a 3-3-5. The standardization makes sense because more than half of our respondents have been at OSU for 5 years or more, and some more than 30 years. So again, just to re-emphasize, these are not temporary faculty. These are people who are very much a part of our university system. We then asked people about how they felt their roles as career track faculty were understood and respected. See slide 17. Specifically, I feel that my non-career track colleagues in the solid lines, and administrators in the dashed lines understand the career track faculty role. Respondents indicated that they thought, for the most part, yes, the administrators did understand their roles, but colleagues maybe not understanding their roles quite as well. In terms of colleagues, 35% agree and 42% disagree. There's some concern that our colleagues don't necessarily understand our roles. Next, slide 18, we asked, I feel that my non-career track colleagues, again, solid lines, or administrators dash lines, respect the career track faculty role. Obviously, something very important. About half of our respondents suggested that for both the colleagues and administrators, we do feel respected, so that's great. About a quarter reported not feeling particularly respected. We also looked at some open response options from faculty. One of the things I really want to emphasize is that these folks are committed to OSU. They're not temporary faculty, they've been here for a long time, they want to be here, they want to stay here, and so these policies are particularly important in retaining these good faculty members. As our career track positions continue to grow, as they have seemed to be in recent years, people have asked for more mentorship and support for career track faculty, so that's a request. In terms of some concerns that folks had, job security is one of them. Three years is not a very long contract, especially if you're developing professionalization, etc. And because we don't have the security of tenure, people are very concerned about budget-related layoffs. Policies, as we've been working on a lot, mostly policies for reappointment and promotion that were designated for tenure-track faculty and kind of adapted for career track faculty. That's been a little bit messy and having some clarification there would be really helpful. We know that salaries are a discussion point across all levels of the university. Our career track faculty mentioned significant disparities with tenure track faculty, even when they have similar credentials or workload, and issues with, not getting merit or cost of living raises, as sometimes happens. Also, uneven workloads, so we have very heavy teaching loads, oftentimes, for folks who are teaching professors, which doesn't leave a whole lot of time for professional development and things like that. Related to policies, there was some concern about unclear standards around the criteria and timeline for promotion, if that's available in certain departments. And then finally, the perception of the career track role. As we noted, career track faculty feel, at least some of them feel that their colleagues don't necessarily understand their roles, and because we've only recently started being involved in shared governance, some folks felt a little bit undervalued. Because we are now involved in shared governance, that's helping, that's improving.
Glenn stated moving forward, based on the work of our committee, the feedback from our constituents, working with the other faculty council committees and administration, we have some strategic changes that we, as a committee, are putting forward. And that's clarification of career track evaluation methods, reappointment and promotion policies, and the policy that's up for a vote in May, does address those. Increasing transparency about job stability and budget-related risks, workload standardization and expectations, and ensuring that we have representation in Faculty Council. Faculty Council has been one of our great proponents, so I appreciate that. Another item is the makeup of reappointment and promotion committees for career track faculty. This new policy does state that a career track faculty member of that similar rank or higher should be on those committees, and we feel very strongly about that, at least one person, workload policy discussions, and then college, level leadership. Lastly, our action item is the policy 20902, which is now proposed to be titled Reappointment, Promotion, and or Tenure Process for General Faculty, because it does include a lot of information about career track. Again, it standardizes university policies for reappointment and promotion. It's been, back and forth and back and forth, amongst committees and the administration, and we feel like we've got a lot of really great input and discussion on that, and we have a policy now that we are putting forth, to be voted on. This policy does address a lot of the concerns. It does include standardized contract terms, etc. I'm not going to go into all the details, but you should be able to read that at some point. And then our next step is going to start to gather data on career track salaries and compression, just like has been done for tenure track faculty. That will be our next major action item for the committee. Glenn stated she really wanted to express her appreciation for faculty council administration. We've had a very productive three years, and we look forward to continuing to make progress for career track faculty at OSU.
Perkins opened the floor for questions. Fathepure asked for clarification about if career track is or is not eligible for tenure track. Lebreck stated that career track can resign and apply for a tenure track position, but their positions are not ever granted tenure. Glenn stated the titles that were shown for career track faculty that are in policy are not eligible for tenure. For example, if she wanted to be a tenured faculty, she would need to apply to a position in her department for a tenure track faculty position. Provost Mendez stated that career track faculty can be promoted but not tenured. Fathepure asked if you reapply for a tenured position how do you qualify your service before you apply for an Associate Professor position. Mendez and Francisco stated this would be a case-by-case basis and be negotiated at the time of someone being hired. Francisco stated that one thing Dr. Glenn expressed very well is that career track people are very passionate about the sorts of things that they do and are really making a career out of it. It’s not people who wanted a tenure track position and didn’t get it, so they decided to get a career track position instead. He stated there is an occasional person who wants to move from one track to the other, but it’s intended as – this is the track that I’ve chosen for my path, and this is what I want to do. Du stated while we are trying to advocate the fixed contract term for career track faculty, he noticed there are some faculty members who prefer flexible terms. He asked for more information about this motivation. Glenn stated that 3 or 4 or 5 year were options on the survey but overwhelmingly they wanted a fixed timeframe. It would be easier to implement and for administration to track. There were people who had 1 and 2-year contracts. A lot have 3-year contracts. Some 4 or 5. This is fairly new and we are trying to develop a meaningful policy. But overwhelmingly some type of standardization was the point. This is the part that we’ve gone back and forth on. Lebreck stated that a small percentage of the people who indicated they wanted something other than a standardized, like the 1, 2, 3 ,4, 5-year contracts they are currently in, responded they would rath have 3-5 year contracts. Lacombe said when reading some university policies, we had a ratio that was capping the number of career track faculty that should be less than 50% of the total faculty within the university. She hasn’t checked recently but the last time she did this was only for those applying for research track. Mendez believes this was on the clinical side and her knowledge and history of it was when the tenured part of CHS was part of the Stillwater campus. They wanted to move away from the 50 split so they could have more clinical or research faculty over at the hospital. Which is why CHS is separated. Mendez does not believe it’s on the teaching side. Lacombe stated you apply for clinical track where we do not have that ratio anymore. She thanked Mendez for the clarification. Francisco stated this is in 20903 and it’s just research faculty. Mendez stated that half of a department had to be tenure track compared to research track. Emerson asked how this affects rankings. Does the ratio of career track to tenure track go into any evaluation. Mendez stated she did not know but stated that we are consistent with where our peers are in terms of this. She believes that research one if very different. But does not know how many are ones that would have a preponderance of just research faculty, not tenure track faculty with larger research appointments. Those are actually two separate things. Sewell stated that the Carnegie classification has stopped looking at this. Perkins stated that career track faculty free up research faculty for doing research. 
Perkins stated that in the May meeting we will be reviewing and voting on the RPT document. It will codify the career track line. Perkins thinks it wonderful that the name by itself has become routinized. He thinks it helps everyone, including career track people, to identify with one another since there are so many different terms that nobody knows. 
Perkins introduced Merle Eisenberg, chair of the Budget committee, who will be our second Special Report. 

B. Merle Eisenberg: Salary Compression Update

Eisenberg stated he will talk about the framework of what the committee did first then he will address improvements in the future which hopefully addresses some of the questions. He will then talk about what the last year looked like. Last year there was a similar report and the first page of the document included in the agenda reflects the state of the field and what things look like overall. The second page will walk us through the plan moving forward. First, Eisenberg stated a few thanks to Badisha Lahiri and Rui Du for putting together the numbers for this report. It turns out when you have economists on the Budget Committee, it's really fantastic. Brad Lawson as well, last year for doing this. Hannah Shear for putting together the PDF, Howard Sanborn, and Heather Yates for a general background. Thanks also to the rest of the committee for feedback, as well. So just some thank yous first. 
The first thing I'll say is, we followed the same process we did last year, which is to work with Christie Hawkins, in Institutional Research and Analytics to compile the data. If you're unaware, OSU actually compares the salary data for the rest of America, so it's really nice to have that actually on hand, because they can just give it to us.  If you're another university, we'd actually have to pay for that information. Rui and others ran the numbers, and what they did this time, unlike last year, is they put this through a coding system that they understand more than me, but they cataloged how to do it, so next year when we get the numbers, we literally just punch it through the same way. It'll be minimal amounts of work, and what I've asked them to do, and Hannah to do, and I will do this as well, is we will put this together in a handbook of sorts, so then next group that comes along, all they have to do is follow steps 1 to 10 and keep putting together the same report over and over again. This should be a very routinized process, as opposed to, you know, rethinking it year after year.
The improvements and caveats, I'll say, as Jennifer laid out, we did this just for tenured faculty this year. My hope is once all of this is done in May, God willing it will be, we then have a data set to draw from we can do the same process moving forward, working with the career track faculty. We will have that hand-in-hand. I think these two reports, which I don't think were actually intended to go hand in hand when we originally set this up, but are kind of perfect, so, Steven, you should get the credit for deciding to do that.
We've listed the schools we went through, in terms of comparisons. This is not a perfect comparison by any stretch of the imagination. No matter what you do, you can't have a perfect comparison set because every university is unique in its own special way. But we've given you the data set that we did, and it's the same one as last year, so that's what we followed. Moving forward, we're going to adjust the data set, and working with Christie we can do is back cast this, so we can give you, if we want to change the data, put in new schools for whatever reason we want to do, we can go forward and backwards on this as well. As I said, we did last year for direct comparison, but I can tell you, if you just look across America, there was a new report just out today, so it's kind of fortuitous, that, the overall numbers, in terms of faculty is it's about a half percentage drop for all faculty across America in terms of purchasing power, in all faculty, so we're not unique in that regard. 
That's the background. Page one of this explains the changes over the last year, which is to look at the gap as it grew, growing from about $10.8 million to about $13.3 million. That's an increase of about $2.2 million, about 23%, and that's basically for two reasons. Number one, other places gave a salary raise. We did not in the past year. And number two our mix of faculty salaries changed. We basically have more upper-level faculty, so that this becomes a bigger compression and inversion issue over time. If you want to dig into it, we have these numbers department by department, so we can look at it by department. Some got worse, some got better. But we're not going to do it at an individualized level because that doesn't help.
The second page, if you flip to that, is the new plan moving forward. We adjusted this slightly from last year. For those of you who were here last year, we had a further complex step-up, COLA-like (Cost of Living Adjustment) process, and what we decided to do, because there wasn't a raise last year, was to just ask for a 5% across-the-board raise for all faculty, which would, if you think about it, be 2.5% last year, 2.5% this year. That's how we kind of named it out in terms of a vague sense of cost-of-living increase, although it's pegged to merit. The second chart you see there is a one-time amount for the lowest-paid faculty. Similar to what the President outlined to lowest-paid people when it came to healthcare, we thought we would replicate this on his model. When it came to lowest-paid tenure-track faculty, would get the most amount of help in the process, so that's the second chart you see. The third chart, which again looks similar to last year, looks at questions of RPT Because long-term, the biggest questions, as we all know, are compression and inversion. That is to say, you have to pay new faculty, a higher market rate than you do people who have been here for longer. If you don't have a raise program every year, then the people in the middle at the top start to fall behind over and over again. What we put in there was to peg that to RPT action. That's the only way to kind of do this, otherwise there's no real method and structure to do it. We suggested one here, putting in larger, basically, pay raises at the various RPT stages, whether they be reappointment, whether they be tenure, whether they be moving to a full professor, and then obviously, since we have a 5-year review, putting that into five-year review as well. As I said, that's to address both the fact that, by and large, the faculty is underpaid, but then also to address the long-term structural problems that exist within the faculty as we go.
To conclude, we can, and my goal is whoever takes over next year, we will replicate this every year, so hopefully this doesn't even have to be a special report, it can be a short report as we repeat the tables. We lost ground last year, but that can be made up with changes as we move forward. I would say this is the best way to get the faculty on board with many changes that we'd like to make in other processes. Given that our brand as a university is about loyal and true, it's about the university as a home, as someone who just served on the brand working group for the steering committee, I know lots about that that I didn't about 3 months ago. If this is a wonderful community and a home for all of us, part of the process is making that materially possible for all of us to thrive as faculty at the university. With that, I'm happy to take questions, or thoughts anyone might have, whether they are improvements, caveats, etc.
Perkins opened the floor for questions. Weiser stated that not every year at promotion, tenure, reappointment are raises available because of budget issues. The only people who hit that mark the previous year never go back. Did you discuss that particular issue. Eisenberg stated yes, we have. Part of this issue came up because of that exact issue that has been put in place. There'll be a 5-year raise program, say, for example, in some colleges, and again, this differs by college, so I'm trying to be careful. But yes, basically what we're trying to put in place is a comprehensive plan, so that this would be the benchmarks moving forward, so you could back cast and forward cast this as well. Eisenberg stated the question is, can you do anything to make up for what's happened in the past? Not really, unless we want to change the numbers. Weiser asked if because of budget issues this year, we can't do the X percent for promotion tenure review. Then next year, the policy is there. How would you make up for that? Weister stated you really need to have a recommendation that they include the previous year in the next year's program, otherwise those people fall even farther behind. Eisenberg stated that's a fair point. Eisenberg stated he’d have to think through how to structure recognition, but it's a valid, good point. I appreciate that, Mark.
Perkins asked if there were other questions for Merle? Lacombe asked if they had taken into account 9 months versus 11 months appointments. Eisenberg stated yes, all the numbers include combined salaries that we used as a data set. If you're on an 11-month or a 9-month, it's a single salary in the top line. The answer is yes, a larger discussion, which I was actually just talking to Chris Kowitsky about, is the 9-month thing has its own long-term questions. I'll use myself as an example, I'm checking on a 9-month salary, but I'm paid 12 months because I need to actually pay my mortgage the other 3 months. One thing to think through is, would there be a possible change that would account for that long-term, to think through why we're still on 9-month salaries, but that's not for me to address in this report. But yes, it is built in. We have the numbers, and they're aggregated together. Thank you. 
Parkison asked what is the university going to be doing to fix this? Eisenberg stated I don't speak for the university. Mendez stated we are discussing actively, and the President's not here, but it's the President's desire to implement a raise program for this year. I do think he will, have questions on recommendations 1 and 2, because you've heard him say at Faculty Council before, he will never support a raise program that is not merit based. So, the parts of this that are across the board, he has been very definitive in, a merit-based raise program under him as president. Eisenberg stated there's a way to imagine a merit-based program that can be based on merit but applies to large numbers of people. There are ways in which that could be discussed. Xie asked why OSU is so below the average. Eisenberg stated this would depend upon the university, where it is and how it functions. I'll just give you an example. If you were a state that has an annual cost of living built into it, because they are state employees, and every state employee gets a cost of living increase that might be, let's just make up a number, 3%. That means every year, there is a cost of living increase in a state where it's 3% across the board. So that is the way in which some states, I actually don't know the number off the top of my head, I have colleagues here who might be able to know this better than me. But having been in one of those states, I worked at the University of Maryland, for example, and you're a state employee, and all state employees get whatever it was each year. That's how the cost of living bid is usually addressed in some states. Other places, I'll use OU, for example, has, from what I understand, already a structure in place to do merit raises that takes into account A&D evaluations in a systematic way. Then they reward people annually. Again, from what I understand, in that way, we haven't been systematic. Your two ways of doing it are to be systematic, and there's a kind of a cost of living question which some states can address, we, as far as I'm aware, cannot, but that has nothing to do with OSU. Then there is, do you put in a systematic, merit-based system, which is what we're advocating for in this plan, but historically, that has not existed. Xie said that in order to support this regular merit-based one, that the funding would be from a state or how did university get that money? Eisenberg stated that's going to be up to each university in terms of how they do it. I can't speak to their funding mechanisms. Emerson stated I'm going to add to this, to maybe shed some light. Our economic cycle in Oklahoma doesn't necessarily follow the same cycle as it does throughout the rest of the country. I know one of our past, previous, multiple, provosts ago, told us one year, well, we were doing really great because oil prices were really high, and he told us, we can't give raises this year because it would look bad to the rest of the country. I was just like, well, so are we going to get raises whenever the rest of the country is doing great?  Eisenberg stated I can't speak to it, but what I will say is this is what this plan, and again, it need not be the final plan, but what I think this university would be helpful to have is a system in place to do this in an orderly way. Annually, if possible, but at least every year or so in an orderly way, rather than having to do this every time. Which is why we've put together as a formula to do it. And again, different administrators who know the budget better than me, and what we can and can't afford to do. But, if this can be systematic, that's what I would say would be the best way forward. Emerson stated I know the last 5 years have had larger than average historic numbers for inflation. For, not historic, but in the last 5 years, it's been larger than average. Do you guys factor any kind of comparable data looking at inflation as well over the last 5 years? Eisenberg stated no, it's basically a salary-by-salary comparison. One would imagine in states that have a cost of living increase built into them as state employees, that that will factor that in. But we don't go at cost of living, because it's a difficult thing to really get ahold of. What is your comparison point? It doesn't cost as much to live in Stillwater as somewhere else, potentially, but yes, it's built into the data. Fathepure stated people who joined about 15 years ago, 20 years ago had pretty low salary starting compared to today and your merit base should still not allow them to catch up. Chronically, you get paid less, unless it is compression. Eisenberg stated that's why we had put in the last table, which is to address those inversion and compression issues. We recognize that and understand the longer you've been here, the more you are harmed by the lack of raises over time. We put that in and pegged it to the 5-year review, so that if you're a full professor who can't get promoted anymore, you at least have the 5-year review that you have the opportunity to then have a more systematic pay raise. But we recognize that entirely, but that's exactly why that last table was there. Emerson asked if Eisenberg knows what year the last time was that OSU had a raise. Mendez stated it was 2 years ago. President Shrum was president for 3 years and she did 3 raises. President Hess has been here just a little over a year. Mendez stated this July will be year two of not having a raise. There was a raise every year under President Shrum. Emerson asked if the other peer institutions also had stagnant salaries. Eisenberg stated the answer is no, but I have not gone into each peer institution and asked them exactly what happened, but again, that's a question of state-by-state COLA combined with merit raises, and that becomes more difficult to understand why each place doesn't. We haven't gone in that way, but it's clear that they've had rising salaries in the last year. Eisenberg stated you can parse this at a department level, and you can parse this at literally an individual level, but at some point you have to aggregate the data and have kind of top-line questions. The farther down you go, the more and more you can isolate particular cases in any one place. Emerson asked if this is just for faculty. Eisenberg stated correct. Emerson asked if we have the data for our staff, and for upper administration. Eisenberg stated I will not address the upper administration, because I don't know. The staff have similarly made similar points, and I have spoken and done some, they've asked me questions about how the first report was put together, and I know they have put their own report together about their own status. That looks radically different, because how staff work is centralized through HR in a very different process than we as faculty are. The comparisons become very different. Eisenberg stated I can say, Texas Tech does X, and here's an assistant professor at Texas Tech in civil engineering, here's what they are at Stillwater. That's pretty clear and straightforward. There are a million more titles at the staff role. I know for them it becomes more difficult, but they have a report that's been published, and I believe sent to the president as well.
Perkins thanked Eisenberg and stated one observation over the past two years, the Budget Committee's done a bang-up job of aggregating all this data, and really working hard, and having goals in terms of creating these reports, and we really appreciate it. So, thanks for that report. Perkins stated both Career Track and Budget will have recommendations that will come up shortly. Perkins stated next is the Presidents report.
President’s Report and Comments on matters of interest to the faculty – President Hess:

Perkins stated that President Hess could not be here today and moved to the Provosts report.

Provost’s report on recommendations made by the Faculty Council and comments on matters of interest to the faculty – Provost Mendez: 

Mendez stated this will be the last time as a reminder that our HLC visit is Monday and Tuesday. You've seen the sign-ups; she thinks we've got a healthy response to people engaging and coming to those forums. But we'd appreciate your support. You will hear from us again about it with the outcome. Otherwise, I will cede my time due to the packed agenda. 
Perkins opened the floor for questions. Haley stated he saw quite a few emails for the things on Monday. Unfortunately, his Mondays are completely packed. He stated Mendez referenced Monday and Tuesday opportunities. Mendez stated the visit is Monday and Tuesday. It's a very convoluted schedule, so I'm not saying that there's a forum every day, but they are here Monday and Tuesday. Francisco stated we don't really have any control over the schedule. They've scheduled the three open forums on Monday, and some drop-in hours Monday afternoon. The Tuesday events are with specific groups that they ask to meet with. They've identified specific groups on Tuesday, but the open forums are on Monday. Weister asked if there are any updates or timeline, for a response about the faculty degree pursuit. Francisco stated that he believes grad counseling was discussing it, the last he heard. He believes they are working on it.
Perkins thanked Provost Mendez. Perkins moved on to other Vice President reports.

Vice Presidents’ Reports and Comments on matters of interest to the faculty:

Kenneth Sewell – Vice President for Research:

Sewell stated that if you're not involved in the all-day forums with HLC, on Tuesday of next week our Undergraduate Researcher Symposium is at the Concord Focus Center. We have over 350 undergraduates involved. Stop by, send your students by. It's great. 
The other thing Sewell wanted to mention is we've had a backlog of Federal grants. They're starting to hit, so we saw a really good March in terms of federal awards. But even aside from that we had a record month in March for proposals growing. Some of those might be delays in NOFO deadlines and so forth coming from the federal government. This was dramatic. We had more multi-million-dollar proposals come out than we have had since we started keeping grades. So, the faculty activity is extremely high during times that I know there's a lot of uncertainty. I just won't brag about it and say it's amazing.

Brent Marsh – Vice President for Student Affairs:

Marsh wanted to thank everyone who, either in this room or your colleagues who are involved in the working groups, for the planning process, which was taking place over the latter part of February and all through March. The coordinating committee has now begun to review and bring together all of the ideas that came from the working groups. This work continues this month, and probably even early into May. As promised, we don't know exactly what that'll look like, but we still hope by the end of this month to have some common opportunity to send out campus wide. Here's how the plan is shaping up and have a chance for folks to lay eyes on it and maybe give any quick feedback. Marsh stated it's gone well and thank you for your participation.
Perkins thanked Vice President Marsh and asked for questions. Seeing none, moved on the Faculty Council Chairs report. 

Faculty Council Chair’s Report: 

Perkins stated I'm going to limit my report to welcoming the incoming Vice Chair of Faculty Council. I want to announce the results of the 2026 elections. Merle Eisenberg from History will be the incoming Vice Chair. Perkins thinks we can expect he’ll carry forward the job with alacrity. Secretary will be Clark Iakovakis from the library. He'll be the incoming Secretary. College of Arts and Sciences will be Stephanie Link from English and Thomas LaVanchy from Geography. College of Engineering, Architecture, and Technology will be Jamie Schussler, who is in Civil and Environmental Engineering. College of Education and Human Sciences will be Sarah Donovan, Teaching, Learning, and Educational Sciences. College of Vet Med will be Lara Sypniewski, Clinical Professor of small animal medicine. Ferguson College of Agriculture will be Kevin Wilson, Biochemistry and molecular Biology. The OSU Tulsa representative will be Tonya Hammer, who is Community Health Sciences Counseling and Counseling Psychology. The Spears School of Business will be Jim Burkman, Management Science and Information Systems. 
Perkins stated we thank all those individuals and everyone who ran for putting their name in
nomination, and we look forward to working with these individuals, next year. An invitation will go out to all of these individuals to come to the May meeting of Faculty Council. We congratulate them all.

Report of Liaison Representatives: 
 
a. Emeriti – Tom Royer – No Report
b. Staff Advisory Council – Sam Morse/Aaron Lively – No Report
c. Graduate Council – Veronique Lacombe
Lacombe wanted to remind everyone that the Spring General Graduate Faculty Assembly by zoom will be led by Dean Morgan. This will be Tuesday, April 28th at 10:30 a.m. This meeting will be followed by the subject matter group meetings. Larcombe encouraged everyone to attend because they are currently revising the subject matter group bylaws. Your input will be invaluable through the process. 

d. Student Government Association – Sam Hiltz – No Report
e. Graduate & Professional Student Government Association – Marcia Sun
GPSGA General Assembly Meetings Reminder – Spring 2026
· Eighth/Final General Assembly Meeting
· Wednesday, April 22, 5:30pm, ANSI-123
GPSGA Phoenix Awards
Information regarding the GPSGA Phoenix Awards is available on the GPSGA Canvas page! The four award categories include the Master’s Student, Doctoral Student, Graduate Teaching Assistant (GTA), and Graduate Faculty Mentorship Awards. Applications and nominations were open from December 2025 through March 2026 and are now closed. Recipients will be announced and recognized at the Graduate College Awards Ceremony on April 29. 
GPSGA Assistance/Grant/Fund Information 
· Travel Assistance – The GPSGA Travel Assistance Award helps graduate and professional students fund travel for academic conferences. Visit the GPSGA Canvas page for details. 

f. College of Arts and Sciences Faculty Council – Natascha Riedinger – No Report

REPORTS OF STANDING AND SPECIAL COMMITTEES:

a.  Academic Standards and Policies: John Michael Riley -

Riley reviewed the syllabus requirement recommendation for non-traditional course that was attached to the April agenda. This policy change recommendation was initiated from the Grad college. There were some issues with regard to expectations of grad students which lead to some discrepancies in grades for thesis and research hours for 5000 and 6000 level courses. The committee amended the language to strongly suggest but not require that syllabi are provided in the non-traditional, non-common meeting time courses. This will help facilitate better communication between the instructor of record and the student. This could be a contract, an email or anything that provides communication of what the expectations are for the student and what their grade will be based on. Perkins asked for discussion and questions. Seeing none, Perkins asked for a motion to approve the recommendation. Fitzgerald moved and Manning-Ouellette seconded the motion. Perkins called for a vote. Motion passed. 

b.  Access and Community Impact: Aimee Parkison – No Report

c.  Athletics, Health and Wellness: Jill Joyce

Joyce stated there was better than expected participation in the Healthy Mind Survey. Joyce stated they have the data and Dr. Meisner will be presenting it to the committee next week. This information will guide recommendations from this committee next year. We should have a summary ready for the May meeting. 

d.  Budget: Merle Eisenberg 

Perkins stated the Budget committee has a recommendation. We have already had discussions on this during Eisenberg’s special report. Perkins asked questions and discussion. Seeing none asked for a motion to approve the recommendation. Haley moved and Weiser seconded the motion. Perkins called for a vote. Motion passed. Perkins stated this recommendation will be treated like last year, something under review. 

e.  Campus Facilities, Safety, and Security: Jentre Olsen – No Report
	 
f.  Career Track: Jennifer Glenn - recommendation

Perkins stated we have a recommendation that was associated with Dr. Glenn’s special report. Perkins asked if there were questions or discussion regarding the modifications to the committee composition. Perkins as Glenn if she wanted to add any comments. Glenn stated this is an update from the initial committee design which was created three years ago. It was originally a larger committee than the typical faculty council committees. These changes align the committee with the other faculty council committees. Perkins asked for a motion to approve the recommendation. Pranger moved, Emerson second the motion. Perkins called for a vote. Motion passed. 

g.  Faculty: Joe Haley

Haley stated there were some questions/concerns regarding the wording of the RPT document. The document is going back to the committee to make sure everyone is happy with the changes. We will also be checking with the Career Track committee to make sure they are happy with the changes. Perkins stated the Faculty and Career Track committees will review the changes. The document will then go before the Executive Committee at their May meeting. We hope to get the information to all Faculty Council members to review then bring a recommendation before the Council. Hopefully the recommendation will be presented at the May meeting. 

h.  Long-Range Planning and Information Technology: Melanie Boileau – No Report
      
i.  Research: Jared Fitzgerald 

Fitzgerald stated there were two recommendations being brought forward by the committee. Fitzgerald reviewed the Travel Policy changes. Fitzgerald stated the committee reviewed the initial policy updates and provided feedback. All suggestions were applied to the updated policy. The recommendation is to approve these policy updates. Perkins asked for comments or questions regarding this recommendation. Xie had a question regarding section 2.08, the use of designated travel services. She has concerns that travelers will be limited to using the Stillwater airport and not be allowed to go to either OKC or Tulsa. Fitzgerald stated that section 2.08 “travelers are strongly encouraged to use travel services of OSU to designated travel agencies and providers” and information regarding these agencies is available. Xie stated that “strongly encouraged” is very vague and she would like something easier and simpler. Some departments will take strongly encourage you to mean you have to. Slevitch has a different opinion. She stated that Anthony Travel is the company OSU works with and they are not restricted to Stillwater. It has actually been very convenient because the pay is streamline because faculty do not have to use their personal cards to buy tickets. It goes through invoices within that system. Xie stated the problem is that you have to have travel routed through those agencies in order to purchase the tickets. Xie said if we buy the tickets ourselves, we can purchase them more in advance and potentially get a better rate. Xie stated you cannot use the agencies that far in advance of your travel. She finds it easier to use her credit card herself. Xie stated people can still use a travel agency, but word it so they know they do not have to use a travel agency. Slevitch stated the wording says “encourage”, it does not say you have to use the agency. Xie stated the interpretation in her department was you had to use the travel agency. Slevitch stated that’s a department issue, not an issue with the policy. She feels the policy wording is clear. Xie still believes the wording is vague. Slevitch suggested amending the recommendation to read “strongly recommended but not required”. Haley stated a department said faculty could not buy tickets unless they go through Anthony Travel. If a faculty member used their personal credit card, they would not be reimbursed. He’s not sure where this policy came from, but it could be someone’s interpretation and not actually be the policy. Eisenberg stated the policy currently being discussed would trump whatever is in the department. If a faculty member had problems, they would bring this policy to their department. Eisenberg stated if there are problems bring it to the department head they move upward through the college. Perkins asked if there was a motion to amend the recommendation. Haley moved to add “but not required”. Fathepure second the motion. Perkins stated in order to move the recommendation forward today, we could vote on it as is and have Tammy Eck review the changes. Weiser moved to approve the policy with the amended wording changes. Olsen second the motion. Motion passed. 
Fitzgerald reviewed the second recommendation regarding compensation to human subjects. The committee reviewed the changes and met with administration and Tammy Eck. These changes will bring OSU in line with our peer institutions. With the updates, it'll make it so that gift cards and checks are the primary way to compensate human subjects for research. This is where we were able to change things a little bit based on feedback from our committee, they have allowed for cash payments to remain in limited circumstances, with approval. This is primarily when we are researching vulnerable populations where gifts cards or a check wouldn’t be appropriate and hinder our ability to do research with those groups. It will remain in the policy but will not be the primary way. Gift cards will be more accessible. Gift cards will be available in different amounts and can be purchased through the OK Corral system. Generic EZ gift cards as well as retailer specific gift cards and generic Visa cards will be available. 
	Perkins asked for questions and comments. Xie asked for clarification between the gift card and credit card. Fitzgerald stated the Visa gift card is somewhat similar to a credit card in that you can use it anywhere, but it does have a certain amount of money on it. Regular gift cards could be something like an Amazon or Target gift card you must use at those specific locations. Emerson asked if anyone knows what happens if the gift card is misplaced or not used. What happens the funds. Fitzgerald is not sure of the answer about where the money would go or about expiration. His assumption is the subject would have to keep track of it, not lose it and use it before it expires. Hildebrand asked if the fees related to purchasing the gift cards are reimbursed for an allowed expense. She stated she had purchased the cards before and was charged a few dollars in fees. Fitzgerald stated that Tammy Eck mentioned this and those would be included. Xie asked about department level credit cards. Fitzgerald stated the department credit cards would be outside the scope of paying research subjects. Haley stated this is a different issue. Fitzgerald stated this policy is specifically paying a person to be a subject in a research study. They are given a gift card. Researchers have to recruit subjects and want to compensate them for their time and/or to be part of the specific study/project. Perkins asked for a motion to vote on the recommendation. Manning-Ouellette moved and Joyce seconded. Perkins called for a vote. Motion passed. 

j.  Retirement & Fringe Benefits: Mark Weiser – No Report

We're going to come back to Mark, at the end for special committee, but at this point, what I want to do is I want to wish Mark the best. Dr. Weiser is retiring. He's taken his committee work seriously and decided to implement it. We really appreciate it. He will not be able to attend the May Faculty Council meeting because of the retirement requirements. Perkins stated I want to, on behalf of Faculty Council, and on behalf of the faculty, indeed, I want to thank you for all the good work you've done on the Retirement and Fringe Benefits Committee. That is a difficult committee to run, and you've done a really fantastic job. We really appreciate it. 

k.  Rules and Procedures: Christopher Crick – No Report	

l.  Student Affairs and Learning Resources: William McGlynn – No Report

m. Special Committee on Faculty Governance: Mark Weiser 

Weiser stated more will be mentioned about this committee at the May meeting. Just a reminder of the background, we were looking at the possibility of we should be a Senate, should we have more responsibility in approvals of different things, what should the committee structure be, how large this organization should be, etc. All of those questions, which have been danced around over time, are the sorts of things that this committee has looked at. We spoke with the chairs of senates and councils at different universities to get an idea of what our peers and aspirational institutions were doing. We did quite a bit of brainstorming. We looked at what our current committees were doing. What they were actually doing, not what their charge was. Originally, we had planned on discussing it today, but we met with the President, and we need to do another round. What I do want you to know is we got very strong support from the President in faculty having a little more governance at the university. Your participation at the next meeting, even though I won't be participating, is important because that's going to drive the work through the summer so that in the fall, a formal proposal can be brought forward, that will eventually go to the Regents for approval. Ultimately, this has to go all the way to the Regents in order to make a change. Does anybody have any general questions? Again, we don't really want to have a big discussion, but we'll have a document/outline for you to look at, similar to what we gave the President, but with some, modifications. Haley asked what the main reason was for looking at this change after speaking with the President. Weiser stated honestly, we thought there would be a lot more tension, and there wasn't. The President wanted to discuss with some board members and others as well, and so we want to honor that and give him some time. We don't want to get in front of any issues/concerns and possibly jeopardize the support that we feel we have. Weiser stated I don't know that there were any big sticking points, necessarily. Perkins stated there will be a special report in May by Yates and Slevitch on what this committee has been doing and our progress. 

Unfinished Business – None 

New Business - None

Perkins asked for a motion to adjourn. It was moved and seconded to adjourn. The meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p.m. The next regular meeting of the Faculty Council is Tuesday, May 12, 2026 in room 126 ITLE.

Respectfully submitted, Christopher Crick, Secretary 
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Committee Mission

Provide regular and consistent representation of Career-Track issues to Faculty Council and University administration. 

Committee Charges

Provide a clear definition for “Career-Track” faculty by amending all relevant university policies;

Discuss the role of Career-Track faculty as Faculty Council Representatives;

Review and propose revisions to policies governing Career-Track titles, appointments, promotion, and voting rights;

Provide recommendations for consistency related to policies and procedures governing titles, appointments, and promotion of Career-Track faculty;

Work in consultation with the Faculty Committee as appropriate.







Committee Members

Faculty Council Members

Jennifer Glenn, PhD (Chair) Teaching Associate Professor, Industrial Engineering and Management

Eric Harp, DO, Clinical Professor of Medical Education, OSU-CHS

Mark Pranger, Instructor, OSUIT

General Faculty Members

Jim Burkman, PhD, Professor of Professional Practice, Management Science & Information Systems

Cristina Colquhoun, Assistant Professor of Professional Practice, University Libraries 

Evan Davis, PhD, Associate Professor of Professional Practice, Management Science & Information Systems

Laura Emerson, Teaching Associate Professor, Mechanical Engineering Technology 

Shirley Evans, PhD, Teaching Associate Professor, Nutritional Sciences

Reed Holyoak, DVM, PhD, Bullock Professor of Theriogenology, Veterinary Medicine

Sarah Johnson, PhD, Clinical Associate Professor of Counseling and Counseling Psychology, School of Community Health Sciences, Counseling and Counseling Psychology

Natasa Karaca, Teaching Professor, Greenwood School of Music 

Jennifer Labrecque, PhD, Teaching Associate Professor, Psychology

Jonathan Ludwig, PhD, Teaching Professor, Languages & Literatures







Committee Background & Accomplishments

2023

Non-Tenure Track Special Committee: Faculty Council identifies need to review and re-define non-tenure track faculty; Special Committee is formed

2023–2024

Standing Committee: Committee develops charges for, and establishes, a Standing Committee to address CT-faculty-specific issues

Bylaws Update Approved: Committee spearheads updates to Bylaws of the General Faculty of OSU to establish CT faculty as voting members of the general faculty, requiring majority vote to approve by all OSU faculty; leads information campaign for all faculty; update is approved & codified

Policy 2-0903 Update Approved: Committee leads updates to Policy 2-0903 to define CT titles, further refine policies for appointment, reappointment, and promotion; update is approved & codified













Committee Background & Accomplishments (cont.)

2024–2025

Faculty Committee Policy Collaboration: Collaborated with the Faculty Committee to suggest and review edits to OSU Policy 2-0902 RPT

Career-Track Survey: Drafted a comprehensive survey to gather info from all OSU CT faculty

2025–present

Survey Data Collection & Analysis: Distributed CT survey; analyzed and compiled data

Policy 2-0902 Updates Finalized: Provided feedback to Faculty Committee as they finalized edits













Who are Career-Track Faculty?















Career-Track Faculty Defined

Similar to TT: 

Support and enhance instructional, research, outreach, clinical, and/or extension programs and initiatives at OSU

Must have experience and credentials in line with discipline and accreditor requirements

Differs from TT:

Don’t have standardized renewable, multi-year terms of appointment

Not eligible for tenure

Roles & responsibilities vary by Career-Track title







A Note About Temporary Faculty

Temporary faculty are distinct from Career-Track faculty

Temporary Faculty:

Hired for specific short-term and/or emergency needs

Titles: 

Adjunct 

Visiting Professor

Research Professional

Lecturer

Research or Teaching Associate

Resident

Post-Doctoral Fellow



















Career-Track Titles & Responsibilities

Clinical supervision, teaching, patient care, service



Research Faculty







Teaching Faculty



Professional Practice Faculty

Extension Specialist

Clinical Faculty

Serves state, county, or area Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service (OCES) programming needs

Teaching, research, outreach, and/or service; have substantial professional, non-academic experience + appropriate credentials

Teaching, coordination of courses, and supervision of instructional faculty & GAs; may include research, outreach, and/or service

Develop research programs & engage in scholarly research activities; externally funded

OSU Policy 2-0903 (2024)







Career-Track Faculty Survey















Career-Track Faculty by the Numbers





545

Career-Track Faculty 

Campuses: Stillwater, IT, Tulsa, CHS







Survey Completion Rate 



201



Career-Track faculty completed the survey 

37%

Completion rate







Career-Track Faculty Terms of Appointment









Desire to Standardize Appointment Terms





Overwhelming preference for standardized appointment similar to TT

15



Series 1	Other	Variable 1-5 years (Current)	Standardized 3-3-5 years (like TT)	Variable 3-5 years	18	18	149	9	

Number of Career-Track Faculty









CT Faculty & Longevity 



56%

Career-Track faculty working at OSU 5 or more years 







My colleagues/administrators understand the Career-Track role. 





Colleagues	Strongly disagree or disagree	Neither agree nor disagree	Strongly Agree or Agree	0.41293532338308464	0.22388059701492541	0.3383084577114428	Administrators	Strongly disagree or disagree	Neither agree nor disagree	Strongly Agree or Agree	0.24378109452736321	0.19402985074626869	0.537313432835821	









My colleagues/administrators respect the Career-Track role. 





Colleagues	Strongly disagree or disagree	Neither agree nor disagree	Strongly Agree or Agree	0.2537313432835821	0.23383084577114432	0.48756218905472642	Administrators	Strongly disagree or disagree	Neither agree nor disagree	Strongly Agree or Agree	0.23383084577114432	0.21393034825870649	0.5223880597014926	









Open Response Themes

Deep commitment to OSU students and OSU community

Desire for mentorship, support specific to Career-Track faculty  and Career-Track faculty community

Concerns over: 

Job security

Clear-cut policies for Career-Track faculty

Salary disparities 

Uneven workloads

Unclear pathways to promotion

Perception of the Career-Track role 



















Strategic Changes Moving Forward

Clarify Career-Track evaluation methods, reappointment and promotion policies

Increase transparency about job stability and budget-related risks

Standardize workload expectations

Ensure Career-Track faculty have meaningful representation in:

Faculty Council

Reappointment and promotion committees

Workload policy discussions

College-level leadership









Action Items

Policy 2-0902 Reappointment, Promotion, and/or Tenure Process for General Faculty

Standardize University policies for reappointment and promotion

Addresses many reported concerns 

Gather data on Career-Track salaries and compression
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			Strongly disagree or disagree			41%			24%
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