 FACULTY COUNCIL MEETING
3:00 p.m., Tuesday, May 13, 2025
126 ITLE

AGENDA

1. Roll call 
2. Approval of the April 8, 2025 minutes
3. Approval of agenda 
4. Special reports 
A.  Christine Johnson: Research Misconduct
5. President’s report and comments on matters of interest to the faculty
6. Provost’s report on recommendations made by the Faculty Council and comments on matters of interest to the faculty
7. Vice Presidents’ reports and comments on matters of interest to the faculty
8. Faculty Council Chair’s report 
9. Reports of liaison representatives
a. Emeriti – Tom Royer
Carolyn Gang opened April 7 and May 5 evening dinners. Our April dinner hosted Burns and Ann Hargis in a Q&A that was moderated by Gary Clark. It was a very entertaining program, and the dinner was attended by 100 + attendees. In our May dinner, Dr. Gina Peek discussed the Osher Lifelong Learning Institute (OLLI) update and noted that Dr. Robin Fuxa was named new Director of OLLI.  We then heard from Dr. Kevin Wagner regarding various water issues including natural pollutants and other environmental sources. Our 2025 Member Directory has been distributed. We welcomed three new members, Laurie Lucas, Lynn McElroy and Sam Ott. Our June 2 Evening Dinner will host Senior Vice Provost Chris Francisco on the topic of “New Directions for General Education at OSU.”.  We acknowledged the passing of Wes Watkins, Hermann Burchard, Pauline Kopecky and Bernard Eissenstat. Monthly Summer activities will revolve around informal social gatherings at Hideaway. 
Submitted by Tom Royer, Emeriti Liaison to the Faculty Council

b. Staff Advisory Council – Aaron Lively 
Staff Celebration Day will be May 20th from 11:00 AM to 2:00 PM in the Wes Watkins Center. Be sure to thank the staff in your areas for all that they do!

c. Graduate Council – Veronique Lacombe
Proposed OSU Policy Updates to Comply with OSRHE Policy Revisions (Phase 1)
To ensure alignment with Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education (OSRHE) policy revisions, OSU has been revising its related academic policies in several phases. For phase 1, the proposed changes for the following OSU policies were reviewed and approved by the Graduate Council:
· UAR 6.13 Academic Forgiveness
· OSU Policy 2-0820: Academic Forgiveness for Undergraduate Students
· OSU Policy 2-0220: Awarding Honorary Degrees
· OSU Policy 2-0114: Awarding Posthumous Degrees
The following Academic Program Committee items were reviewed and approved at the April Graduate Faculty Council
• New Graduate Programs:
· One Health, MS
· One Health, GCRT
• Graduate program modifications:
· Effective Teaching in Elementary Schools, GCRT
· Effective Teaching in Secondary Schools, GCRT
· Geography, MS & PhD
· Electrical Engineering, PhD
10 additional program modifications were approved through an expedited review process by the Academic Program Committee.
Graduate Faculty - 11 new or renewal applications were reviewed and approved at the level of Associate 1-3 by the Subject Matter Groups 5, as well as by the Graduate Council.
International students - Dean Morgan reported that the SEVIS status of students previously marked as terminated has been restored to active.
Plan of Study – The number of submitted graduate applications is increasing each year.  Although application processing times by admissions officers of the Graduate College are roughly equivalent to peer institutions, the goal is to increase the capacity to handle applications in the near future.
Bus schedule - Due to a shortage of drivers, there is currently a lack of evening bus service. The Provost’s Office has expressed a willingness to accommodate class schedules accordingly. 
Graduate Education Month - The 2025 Graduate Awards Ceremony, scheduled on April 30, recognized graduate students and faculty members for their accomplishments.

d. Student Government Association – Sam Hiltz
e. Graduate & Professional Student Government Association – Marcia Sun
GPSGA Informational Sessions and Leadership Transition Initiatives
This year, GPSGA launched a month-long series of informational sessions designed to engage General Assembly members interested in leadership roles. These sessions helped participants better understand the experiences and responsibilities associated with serving as a GPSGA board member. In the past, GPSGA experienced challenges filling the entire elected board positions, with mid-semester resignations often occurring due to workload and shifting priorities. Throughout the past year, the Ex Officio helped ensure continuity and offered vital support in managing campus and executive responsibilities and in encouraging the current GPSGA president in stepping into the leadership role and during time of absence due to traveling abroad. At the board’s request and based on the GPSGA Constitution, the Past President continued serving as Ex Officio to offer help and guidance in key activities and events. For the incoming leadership team, the election results will be validated and shared in the upcoming announcements. 
Additional Highlights 
· GPSGA’s Participation in the Undergraduate Research Symposium: Celebrating Graduate Education Month and Highlighting Mentorship:
As part of Graduate Education Month, GPSGA graduate students served as feedback providers at the OSU Undergraduate Research Symposium, emphasizing mentorship and academic engagement. Many first-time graduate student participants were recruited through campus-wide outreach and GPSGA communication platforms.
· Into the Streets Participation:
GPSGA actively participated in OSU’s Into the Streets program, a campus-wide day of service aimed at connecting students with the broader Stillwater community. This initiative strengthened civic engagement among graduate students and provided opportunities for community building.
· Guest Speaker and Q&A Session – President Hess:
President Hess will address the final GPSGA General Assembly meeting of the semester on April 30 to discuss key concerns raised by the graduate community. Coordination for this visit is underway with the President’s Chief of Staff and Communications Director. Dean Morgan will also attend. This marks a special milestone for GPSGA, as it will be the first time a sitting OSU president has attended a GPSGA General Assembly session. The segment will be followed by an important Q&A session with our panelists: President Hess, Dean Morgan, and Dr. Lovern. 
· Capitol Cowboys Advocacy:
GPSGA representatives participated in the Capitol Cowboys initiative, advocating for the construction of a new Animal Teaching Hospital and highlighting the importance of graduate education and student experiences to state legislators.
· GPSGA’s Participation in Vice President for Student Affairs Search Committee:
The screening and search process for the next Vice President for Student Affairs will extend into the summer. 
· GPSGA Funding Opportunities Sessions:
The Ex Officio offered informational sessions for newly formed and recently reactivated graduate student groups, highlighting available resources and funding opportunities. This is an opportunity for various graduate groups and units to learn more about funding options and encourage broader participation.
· GPSGA Group Growth:
The GPSGA informal communication group, launched with 9 members two years ago, has grown to over 160 members. The platform serves as a space to share professional development opportunities, cultural events, campus disaster relief efforts, and research participation calls, helping foster graduate student connection to campus and co-curricular development.
· GPSGA Graduation Stoles:
GPSGA graduation stoles will be available for checkout through the Graduate Success Center for former and current GPSGA representatives, liaisons, and officers participating in commencement ceremonies.
· GPSGA Graduate Highlights and Support Initiatives:
In response to ongoing challenges and evolving job market conditions, GPSGA has launched a special highlight focusing on recognizing and celebrating graduating students, aiming to foster resilience and offer encouragement and advice to peer community transitioning into their professional careers.
· GPSGA Phoenix Awards:
The recipients of the 2025 GPSGA Phoenix Awards are:
· Graduate Faculty Mentorship Award: Dr. Anita Silwal
· Doctoral Award: Jimmy Uba
· Master’s Award: Shaolin Jahan Eidee
· Teaching Assistant Award: Mohmad Junaid Ul Haq
· Summer Transition Planning:
A summer transition meeting is being scheduled to support the incoming GPSGA board. Transition documents and resource materials will be prepared and distributed to ensure a smooth leadership handoff and continued momentum into the next academic year.

10. Reports of standing and special committees – Year end reports
a. Academic Standards and Policies: Mike Yough – 
25-05-01-ASP: Proposed Revisions to OSU Military Leave of Absence and Related Policies*
25-05-02-ASP: Proposed OSU Policy Updates to Comly with OSRHE Policy Revisions: Phase 1*
		ACADEMIC STANDARDS AND POLICIES COMMITTEE
2024-2025 Annual Report
May 13, 2025
Members

Mike Yough (Chair), Educational Foundations, Leadership and Aviation; Faculty Council
Member
Kathryn Castle, Emeritus Faculty Member
Brandt Gardner, Faculty Council Past Chair (Ex Officio)
Deana Hildebrand, Nutritional Sciences, Faculty Council Member
Samuel Hiltz, Student Member (SGA)
Shelley Mitchell, Horticulture and Landscape Architecture, General Faculty Member
Carol Ready, Languages and Literatures, General Faculty Member
John Michael Riley, Agricultural Economics, Faculty Council Member
Miriam Tenkorang, Student Member (GPSGA) in Fall 2024 (did not complete term)
Jimmie Weaver, Chemistry, General Faculty Member

Meetings: August 29, September 26, November 7, January 29, February 26, March 26, April 30

Recommendations/Resolutions presented to Faculty Council:
1. Revision to University Academic Regulations 3.10 and 3.11 (clarification regarding curriculum duplication)
a. Status: Approved by Faculty Council on 10/8/25
2. Proposed Revisions to OSU Military Leave of Absence and Related Policies
a. Status: Approved by Faculty Council on 4/8/25
3. Revised Proposed Revisions to OSU Military Leave of Absence and Related Policies (provision regarding jury duty added)
a. Status: Proposed for vote to Faculty Council on 5/13/25
4. Proposed OSU Policy Updates to Comply with OSRHE Policy Revisions: Phase 1
a. Status: Proposed for vote to Faculty Council on 5/13/25

Additional Activities/Topics:
1. Began implementation of Faculty Council Recommendation 24-05-01-ASP by assigning representatives to Instruction Council (Weaver) and General Education Advisory Council (Yough). Representatives regularly provided summaries at monthly AS&P meetings.
2. Appointed a member to a task force assembled by Chris Ormsbee (Director, ITLE) to provide guidelines regarding online/face-to-face course equivalency. Ongoing.
3. Assembled a task force to guide an AS&P recommendation for integrated course objectives. Members include: Mike Yough, Professor, Academic Standards & Policies Chair; Chris Ormsbee, Director, ITLE; Adrienne Sanogo, Associate Dean for Academic Programs and Student Services, CEHS; Marissa McIntyre, Assistant Dean, Academic Services, Spears School of Business; Rebecca Sheehan, Associate Dean, Graduate College; Samuel Hiltz, Student Senate Council Representative; Marcia Sun, GPSGA Representative. Ongoing (see Ongoing Efforts below). 
4. AS&P hosted OSU President Jim Hess during the April meeting (see Figure 1). The committee shared initiatives over the past two years and had a frank and engaging discussion regarding the general direction of the university with emphasis on academic standards and policies. 

Figure 1
AS&P Committee with President Jim Hess
[image: A group of people standing together outside

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Note. April 30, 2025. Left to right: Jim Hess, Carol Ready, Jimmie Weaver, Samuel Hiltz, Mike Yough, Kathryn Castle.

Ongoing Efforts:

1. The Integrated Learning Objectives Taskforce is expected to have a recommendation for AS&P to consider prior to Fall 2025.

b. Access and Community Impact: Ravi Jadeja – 
Access and Community Impact Committee
2024-2025 Annual Report
May 9th 2025

Members:
Chair: Ravi Jadeja (Department of Animal & Food Sciences)
Other members: Babu Fathepure (Department of Microbiology and Molecular Genetics), Sara Mautino (Architecture & Arch Engineering), Thomas Dickey (Greenwood School of Music), Mimi Ward (Emeritus Faculty) 
Meetings:
The Access and Community Impact Committee did not hold regular meetings this year due to challenges in finalizing member appointments; currently, three positions remain vacant. Despite this, we conducted one full committee meeting and ensured continued engagement by meeting individually with members, both in person and virtually, to discuss key committee matters and maintain momentum.

Ongoing Efforts:
The committee continues to work toward clearly defining its charge and scope. These ongoing discussions are taking place through individual member engagements and targeted input.

c. Athletic, Health and Wellness: Aric Warren – 
ATHELTICS, HEALTH & WELLNESS COMMITTEE
2024-2025 Annual Report
4/29/25
Members:
Chair: Aric Warren (Center for Health Sciences)
Faculty Council Members:
		John Michael Riley (Ag Economics)
		Jentre Olsen (School of Educational Foundations, Leadership, Aviation)
General Faculty Members:
		Doug Smith (Kinesiology)
		McKale Montgomery (Nutritional Sciences)
		Leslie Currell (Theatre)
Emeriti Faculty Member:
		Doug Aichele (Math – Emeriti Association)
Student Members:	
		Cayden Brickman (OSU Student-Athlete)
		Jonathon Michael Thibeault (Intramural/Club sports)
Liaison Members:
		Ben Dyson (Associate Athletics Director; Compliance)
		Marilyn Middlebrook (Associate Athletics Director; Academic Services)
		Jack Henneha (Director of University Health Services)
		Todd Misener (Chief Wellness Officer)

Meetings:
This committee met each month during the Fall and Spring semesters, via Zoom
[Sept 24, Oct 22, Nov 19, Jan 31, Feb 24, Mar 24, Apr 21]

Recommendations/Resolutions presented to Faculty Council:
24-05-01-AHW The AHW Committee recommend that the University provide on-site healthcare services by a Certified Athletic Trainer to be available for Club, intramural, and recreational activities on campus.  

Status: Action is accepted pending further discussions with the Division of Student Affairs, Department of Wellness, and the Center for Health Sciences, University Health Services, and OSU Sports Medicine. (per minutes from Oct 8, 2024)
· The following recommendation remains pending that requires administrative action.

Additional Activities:
This year our work has been centered around investigating mental health resource availability for faculty on campus.  We have identified the following objectives that need further attention.
Committee objectives:
· Faculty awareness of available resources on campus
· Are faculty mental health needs being met on campus with the current level of support and resources?
· Are faculty prepared to recognize mental health challenges of their students and are they comfortable in referring them for help, or know where to refer for help?
Through our work, and in collaboration with the Department of Wellness, a significant need for enhanced mental health care has been identified.  
According to the National College Health Assessment 44% of college students have at least one mental illness with 25% experiencing depression, 34% with anxiety, and 22% having both. On the OSU campus we have seen a 39% increase in mental health illness since the Fall of 2020.  Additionally, the prevalence of faculty reporting depression or anxiety diagnosis is 32%, according to data from a 2022 survey.  These diagnoses (depression and anxiety) have also led to negative work productivity in faculty and staff (44% of those faculty with depression report negative work performance).  
Our goal is to generate data from faculty and staff regarding their mental health needs, receptiveness to receiving care on campus or virtually, and their abilities to recognize when students have challenges and crises that need prompt attention an appropriate referral for help.  With this data our committee plans to make recommendations to the administration regarding mental health resource allocation and training for faculty and staff.  
We have identified the Healthy Mind Survey. This is a validated survey that has been utilized on university campuses that we feel captures our objectives to help us identify and learn more about faculty needs for resources on campus, training, and additional virtual resources.  The Department of Wellness has graciously offered to incur the costs the survey administration (approximately $6000).  
An informational campaign is needed to maximize the return. This has to come from FACULTY!  Discussed taking these ideas to the Department levels within the Colleges to get more faculty support.  
Faculty Council Representatives need to get involved and carry this message to the Departments/Colleges so it comes from a faculty perspective.
Faculty have to feel the importance of this.  Not only for themselves, but for their students.  Use the Student survey data as the motivation for this. 
How do we create an environment designed to meet the needs of the student population and support student and faculty mental health?
a. Date/timeline
Action Item for the committee: Distribute the Healthy Minds survey in Sept 2025.  

	      Additional Topics:	
· The committee met with President Hess and discussed upcoming issues centered around healthcare on campus that may serve as action items moving into the next academic year. [*topics ‘a’ and ‘b’ should be discussed with the Retirement & Fringe Benefits Committee]
a. Medical care costs for faculty / staff (OSU employees) in Stillwater. Medical care costs for OSU employees is high in the city of Stillwater.  We discussed some strategies in approaching this, and the best strategy Dr. Hess suggested is first for him to have a conversation with leadership of local providers to find a middle ground on revenues needed and expenses to OSU employees.
b. Self-funded insurance plan for the University.  In this model, the University would do a better job of using our own physicians and health care specialists to provide care to lower insurance premiums paid by the University and its employees.  We have physicians and specialists who are OSU employees that can offer and provide services at a different premium structure if employees opt for that plan versus other provider plans. Is this something that faculty and staff want as services offered by the employer, that in turn can help manage costs and expenses to the employees and the University?   
c. University Health Services facility.  The University is in need of a new, larger University Health Services facility.  One which is large enough to meet the needs of students, faculty, staff and the University community as a whole.  In order to get our ‘team’ at their best (faculty/staff) a comprehensive service facility is needed.  Having a facility that encompasses all health care needs will also help overcome the stigma that people may have walking into a ‘mental health clinic’.   Faculty, staff, and students can feel comfortable going to a facility where the services to be received are more protected.  Additionally, a new comprehensive health care center could work collaboratively with other departments on campus to help in carrying out the Land Grant Mission of teaching, research, and extension.  

Ongoing Efforts:
Action Steps:  
· August Faculty Council meeting – Share Survey plan with the Faculty Council.  Committee members are available to speak to department / College meetings to encourage faculty involvement in the Fall survey.
· September 2025 – administer Healthy Minds survey to faculty and staff.
Potential goals/objectives for 2025-26
· Seek faculty / staff input on a more encompassing medical facility on campus that is staffed with university-employed physicians and specialists (OSU Medicine).  
· Health care costs, benefits, and premiums that faculty and staff pay are high.  Is this a factor in faculty recruitment and retention?
d. Budget: Brad Lawson 
Budget Committee of the Faculty Council
2024-2025 Annual Report
May 7, 2025

Members:
Chair: Brad P. Lawson (School of Accounting)
Merle Eisenberg (Dept. of History)
Robert Emerson (Dept. of Civil & Environmental Engineering)
Toni Ivey (School of Teaching, Learning, and Educational Sciences)
Ron Miller (Emeriti Professor)
Stephen Perkins (Dept. of Sociology; Ex-Official Member)
Howard Sanborn (Dept. of Political Science)
Hannah Shear (Dept. of Agricultural Economics)

Meetings:
The Budget Committee met from noon to 1:00 PM on the last Tuesday of every month.

Note – not all of+ the following need to be completed by every committee.

Recommendations/Resolutions presented to Faculty Council:
25-03-01-Budget: Recommendations to Address Faculty Salary & Compression Issues    
e. Status: Approved by Faculty Council on 03/11/25. Pending with Provost’s Office 

Additional Activities:
· Throughout 2024-2025, discussed and analyzed OSU faculty salary data and Big XII comparison, which was provided by OSU Administration.
· On 03/06/25, committee met with then-Interim President Hess and Provost Mendez discuss faculty salary recommendation in advance of presentation to full Faculty Council.
· On 04/29/25, met with Chris Kuwitzky to discuss the university budgeting process and how the Budget Committee members can participate in that process going forward.

Ongoing Efforts:
1. Continue developing connections with Chris Kuwitzky and the rest of OSU administration.
2. Identify tangible and specific ways that the Budget Committee can fulfill its first mandate to “review the University budget, its preparation, and status…”.

f. Campus Facilities, Safety, and Security: Patrick Daglaris – 
g. Career Track: Jennifer Glenn – 
Career-Track Faculty Council Committee
2024-2025 Annual Report
May 6, 2025

Chair:
Jennifer Glenn (Industrial Engineering and Management)
Members:
Jim Burkman (Management Science and Information Systems)
Cristina Colquhoun (Library)
Evan Davis (Management Science and Information Systems)
Shirley Evans (Nutritional Sciences)
Alexandra Ford (Veterinary Pathobiology)
Reed Holyoak (Veterinary Clinical Sciences)
Sarah Johnson (Community Health Sciences, Counseling and Counseling Psychology)
Jennifer Labrecque (Psychology)
Jonathan Ludwig (Foreign Languages and Literatures)
Faculty Council Members:
James Knapp (Geology)
Mark Pranger (Creative and Information Technologies)

Meetings:
The Career-Track (CT) committee met virtually on the first Friday of each month.  

Recommendations/Resolutions presented to Faculty Council:
None

Additional Activities:
1. Provided input to the FC Faculty Committee regarding inclusion of CT faculty in the following documents: November 2024 - January 2025
a. 2-0110_Workload Assignments of Faculty Members 0814
b. 2-0902_Reappointment, Promotion, and Tenure Process for Ranked Faculty_AA_2024-08-29
2. Met with Vice Provost Francisco: November 2024 and March 2025
i. Discussed importance of developing a campus consensus on standardized appointment periods, contract periods, timeframes for promotions, etc. for CT faculty
ii. CT committee to work on surveying CT faculty regarding items in (a)
iii. Vice Provost Francisco can use results to inform university leadership and influence policy in this area
3. CT committee worked on survey development and collected university-wide CT emails: March – May 2025
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]
Additional Topics:
d. Brainstormed on how to publicize/educate others on CT faculty positions: Fall 2024
e. Investigation into CT faculty attrition: Fall 2024

Ongoing Efforts:
· The committee will work over the summer to finalize the CT faculty survey and email distribution lists.  Planning for an early fall 2025 distribution.
· The committee will continue working with the Faculty Council’s Faculty Committee and Policies & Procedures Committee, as well as the Provost’s office, to integrate Career-Track faculty into the Faculty Council governance structure as outlined by the updated OSU Faculty Council Charter & Bylaws and updated OSU Policies and Procedures
· Plan to meet with President Hess early fall 2025.

h. Faculty: James Knapp – 


Faculty Committee 2024-2025 Annual Report 09 May 2025 
Members: 
Chair: James H. Knapp (Boone Pickens School of Geology; Faculty Council) 
Christopher Crick (Computer Science; Faculty Council Secretary) 
Udaya DeSilva (Animal and Food Sciences; General Faculty) 
Kathy Essmiller (Library; General Faculty) 
Mindy McCann (Statistics; General Faculty) 
William McGlynn (Horticulture and Landscape Architecture; Faculty Council) 
Barbara Miller (Emerita Faculty Member) 
Aimee Parkison (English; Faculty Council) 
Meetings: 
The committee met regularly from August through May on the third Monday of the month from 11:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. in PIO 313 and on Zoom. Some meetings were rescheduled to avoid conflicts with days in which classes were not in session. A special meeting was called on 14 April 2025 to meet with then-Interim President Jim Hess. Agendas, minutes, and supporting documents were kept for these meetings and are currently archived in Canvas. 
Recommendations/Resolutions presented to Faculty Council: 
1. The committee proposed revised language for the charge of the Faculty Committee to include a provision for at least one member from the Career-Track Faculty on the committee, which was approved by the Executive Committee on 03 December 2024 and by Faculty Council on 10 December 2024. 
2. The committee, in collaboration with the Career-Track Faculty Committee, developed an extensive revision to OSU 2-0902 Reappointment, Promotion, and Tenure Process for Ranked Faculty, and brought this forward for discussion at the 13 May Faculty Council meeting. 
Additional Activities: 
1. Chair Knapp also served on the Career-Track Faculty Standing Committee for the 2024-2025 academic year to assist with the work of revising policies to include Career-Track faculty. 
2. The committee reviewed two RPT files at the request of the Provost 

Additional Topics: 
1. Concerns from faculty about faculty retention at OSU 
2. Extensive discussions about the impacts of changes in university leadership 

Ongoing Efforts: 
· Revision of OSU RPT policies in coordination with the Provost’s Office. 
· Revision of Policy Statement to include clear provision for joint appointments 

i. Long-Range Planning and Information Technology: Melanie Boileau – 
LONG-RANGE PLANNING AND INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
2024-2025 Annual Report
5/1/25
Members:
Chair: Melanie Boileau (Veterinary Clinical Sciences)
Charlotte Barker (Nurse Science/OSU-OKC)
Mark Pranger (School of Creative & Information Technologies)
Smita Mohanty (Chemistry)
Mark Perry (Music)
Stephen Perkins (Sociology)
Raj Murthy (Information Technology)
John Kirkpatrick (Emeriti representative)

Meetings
The committee met monthly during the Fall 2024 and Spring 2025 semesters, with the exception of April.

Additional Activities
1. Concerns regarding glass doors in the new Agriculture and Engineering building
· On November 25, 2024, the committee met with Jana Phillips, OSU Architect, to discuss concerns related to privacy.
· Ms. Phillips proposed applying vinyl frosting to the side lights for improved privacy and design consistency.
· Status: Project completion anticipated by Spring 2025.

2. Faculty Needs Assessment on Generative Artificial Intelligence (AI)
· The committee developed a 10-question survey to assess faculty perceptions regarding the impact of generative AI on student learning, academic integrity, and general education objectives. The survey also addresses the perceived need for administrative support and effective AI detection tools.
· Created in late Fall 2024, finalized in Spring 2025, and distributed in late April 2025 to faculty across all OSU campuses (OSU-Stillwater, OSU-IT, OSU-OKC, and OSU-Tulsa).
· Status: Survey results will be presented by the LRPIT Chair at the Faculty Council meeting on May 13, 2025.

j. Research: Wouter Hoff – 
25-05-01-RES: Proposed Updates for the OSU Policy on Complaints of Research Misconduct to Comply with the United States Office of Research Integrity**

Report of the Faculty Council Research Committee May 2025

The Faculty Council Research Committee worked on developing recommendations for OSU leadership to (1) gather sufficiently fine-grained data on the patterns, consequences, costs, and possible interventions for OSU faculty turnover, such that these data can provide a good estimate of the financial cost to OSU of faculty turnover, and can serve as a basis for possible future policies that can reduce this cost; and (2) to explore the possibility of creating new mechanisms aimed at enhancing communication at OSU across organizational levels to improve approaches to effectively institutionalize lessons learned during large external grants and to enhance success both in obtaining limited funding opportunity grants and in bringing them to success. These two documents were not yet sufficiently developed to bring to a Faculty Council vote but will be available for the Faculty Council Research Committee in Fall 2025. In addition, the Committee worked with Dr. Christine Johnson on an important update to the OSU policy on Complaints of Research Misconduct. These updates are necessary to bring the OSU Policy on Complaints of Research Misconduct in compliance with the new guidelines released by the United States Office of Research Integrity in September 2024 and will also clarify various parts of the OSU policy.

k. Retirement & Fringe Benefits: Mark Weiser – 
l. Rules and Procedures: Christopher Crick – 
Rules and Procedures
2024-2025 Annual Report
May 13, 2025

Members:
Chair: Christopher Crick (Secretary)
Lisa Slevitch (Chair)
Stephen Perkins (Vice Chair)
Brandt Gardner (Past Chair)
James Knapp (Geology)

Meetings:
Ad hoc as needed

Recommendations/Resolutions presented to Faculty Council:
The R&P committee consulted with the Faculty Committee in developing the policy recommendations which they reported out.  See that committee's reports for details.

Ongoing Efforts:
A number of bylaw, charter and policy revisions are in the works.  In particular, work proceeds on reworking grievance procedure policies, as the current policy is decades old and outlines unworkable procedures.

m. Student Affairs and Learning Resources: Heather Yates –
Student Affairs and Learning Resources
2024-2025 Annual Report
May 9, 2025

Members:
Chair: Heather Yates (Engineering Technology)
Babu Fathepure (Microbiology and Molecular Genetics)
DJ McMaughan (Public Health)
Simon Ringsmuth (Library)
Candace Schell (Teaching, Learning, and Educational Sciences 
Roha Kaipa (Communication Sciences and Disorders)
Regina Henry (Emeritus)
Bella Ridner (SGA)

Meetings:
Monthly

Recommendations/Resolutions presented to Faculty Council:
No recommendations/resolutions presented to the Faculty Council 

Additional Activities:
· Discussed Meazure Testing Platform
· OER Documents Presented to FC
October 2024
· Worked on relationship with SGA Student Representative 
How we can help SGA
Need engagement from GSGA

Additional Topics:
Meazure Testing Services Conversation Requested
· Addressed by Provost Mendez in FC in March
· Presentation made by VP Ormsbee at FC in April

Ongoing Efforts:
· Online Testing and AI Detection
· Improved relationships with SGA and GSGA

11. Unfinished business 
12. New business 
13. Adjournment 

*Attached as separate documents
**Attached below



            Amended by          Passed        Failed

Recommendation No. 25-05-01-RES			1.________________   ______    _________
Moved by:  Research Committee			2.________________   ______    _________
Seconded by: 			3.________________   ______   _________
        Passed         Tabled         Failed 			4.________________   ______   _________ 

Title: Proposed Updates for the OSU Policy on Complaints of Research Misconduct to Comply with the United States Office of Research Integrity

Overview

The Division of the Vice President for Research of Oklahoma State University in collaboration with the Office of Legal Counsel of OSU/A&M Board of Regents prepared a mandatory update of the OSU Policy on Complaints of Research Misconduct to be in compliance with the Final Rule regarding allegations of research misconduct released by the United States Office of Research Integrity in September 2024. The OSU Policy on Complaints of Research Misconduct was updated to be in compliance with these released rules, which also clarified various parts of the OSU policy. A summary of the proposed changes is provided below.
 
	Topic
	Current Rule
	Proposed Rule

	Individuals Conducting the Inquiry
	Most institutions appoint a committee to conduct the inquiry.
	Clarification that an inquiry need not be conducted by a committee; a Research Integrity Officer or other designated official may conduct the inquiry. 

	Content of Inquiry Report
	Inquiry report should include identification of the respondent, a description of the research misconduct allegations and PHS support, and a basis for recommending whether the allegations warrant an investigation (including comments on the inquiry report from the respondent or complainant).
	Inquiry report should also include a description of analyses conducted, transcripts of any interviews that were transcribed, a timeline and procedural history, an inventory of sequestered research records, and any institutional actions implemented.  Because institutions are required to share the inquiry report with respondents, respondents now are granted access to all transcripts of transcribed interviews.

	Content of Investigation Report
	Investigation report should include the allegations, a description of the PHS support, the institutional charge, the institution’s policies and procedures, research records and evidence, a statement of the findings, and comments from the respondent or complainant.


	Investigation report should also include an inventory of sequestered materials and how sequestration was conducted, transcripts of all interviews, and any scientific or forensic analyses conducted.

	Investigation Time frame
	Investigation should be completed within 120 days (extensions are routinely granted).
	Investigation should be completed within 180 days (language also added clarifying that extensions will be considered based on institution’s provision of specific updates and reasons for the need for an extension).

	Definition of Recklessness
	Stipulates that a finding of research misconduct requires that the misconduct be committed intentionally, knowingly, or recklessly but no definition for these terms.
	“Intentionally” is “to act with the aim of carrying out the act.” 
“Knowingly” is “to act with awareness of the act.” 
“Recklessly” is “to propose, perform, or review research, or report research results, with indifference to a known risk of fabrication, falsification, or plagiarism.”

	Plagiarism
	Plagiarism is the appropriation of another person’s ideas, processes, results, or words without giving appropriate credit.
	Plagiarism also includes the unattributed verbatim or nearly verbatim copying of sentences and paragraphs from another’s work that materially misleads the reader regarding the contributions of the author.  It does not include the limited use of identical or nearly identical phrases that describe a commonly used methodology.

Plagiarism does not include self-plagiarism or authorship or credit disputes, including disputes among former collaborators who participated jointly in the development or conduct of a research project.  Self-plagiarism and authorship disputes do not meet the definition of research misconduct.

	Subsequent Use Exception
	The respondent continues or renews any incident of alleged research misconduct that occurred before the six-year limitation through the citation, republication, or other use for the potential benefit of the respondent of the research record that is alleged to have been fabricated, falsified, or plagiarized (the “Subsequent Use Exception”).
	Triggering of the Subsequent Use Exception requires a citation to the portion(s) of the research record (e.g., processed data, journal articles, funding proposals, data repositories) alleged to have been fabricated, falsified, or plagiarized, for the potential benefit of the respondent.  

	Confidentiality
	Disclosure of the identity of respondents and complainants in research misconduct proceedings is limited, to the extent possible, to those who “need to know.”
	Those who “need to know” may include institutional review boards, journals, editors, publishers, co-authors, and collaborating institutions. The limitation on disclosure of the identity of respondents, complainants, and witnesses explicitly no longer applies once an institution has made a final determination of research misconduct findings.  

	Respondent Record Retention
	The destruction, absence of, or respondent’s failure to provide research records adequately documenting the questioned research is evidence of research misconduct if the respondent failed to maintain, failed to produce, or destroyed the records.  
	Simple failure to maintain adequate records is no longer sufficient to provide evidence of research misconduct.  In order for the lack of research records to be evidence of research misconduct, the respondent had to have destroyed them or refused to provide them.

	Interview Transcripts
	Interviews at the investigation stage must be transcribed, and the transcription must be provided to the interviewee for correction.  The transcript should be maintained in the record of the investigation.
	In addition, the respondent must be provided access to all transcripts.

	Sequestration
	Institutions must sequester “all the research records and evidence needed to conduct the research misconduct proceeding” beginning “on or before the date on which the respondent is notified or the inquiry begins, whichever is earlier.”
	When original research records cannot be obtained, copies of records that are “substantially equivalent in evidentiary value” will fulfill the sequestration requirement.  Institutions may also sequester research records and evidence whenever additional items become known or relevant to the inquiry or investigation.

	Finality of Institutional Decisions
	Contains no clear statement that an institution’s determination of whether research misconduct occurred is independent of any finding from ORI regarding research misconduct.  The lack of an explicit statement regarding the finality of an institution’s research misconduct finding has led to confusion among institutions and some arguments from respondents that a finding from ORI is required before a finding of research misconduct can be final.
	Clarification that ORI findings are not required for institutional decisions regarding research misconduct to be considered final and to warrant “remediation under the institution’s policy.”

	Multiple Respondents
	Silent
	If an institution identifies additional respondents during an inquiry or investigation, the institution is not required to conduct a separate inquiry for each new respondent.  

	Multiple Institutions
	Silent
	When multiple institutions are involved in a research misconduct proceeding, one institution should be designated as the “lead institution.”  The lead institution should obtain the research records from other relevant institutions.
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PURPOSE 
 
1.01  The purpose of this policy and procedures document is to provide requirements and 
guidelines for the evaluation of faculty through annual evaluation, for reappointment, promotion, 
and/or tenure. 
 
The ability of a university to function, progress, and develop excellence depends both on the 
individual performance of each faculty member and on the collective performance of the faculty 
as a whole. The success and reputation of a university are highly dependent upon the talents which 
that exist among its faculty and how effectively those talents are focused to accomplish the 
institution's mission. Accomplishing OSU's land-grant mission requires a creative, collective 
intermingling of individual faculty talents. Consequently, each faculty member will likely have a 
unique role in the institution, college, and unit, and a special assignment in terms of the focus and 
distribution of effort among instruction, research/creative work, outreach/extension, and service 
responsibilities. 
 
As a land-grant university, Oklahoma State University places primary emphasis on the discovery, 
integration, application, dissemination, transfer, and use of knowledge. Scholarly investigation is 
the heart of the professorate, and it undergirds the mission of the land-grant system. Faculty are 
expected to participate continually in a broad range of scholarly activities which that contribute to 
current knowledge in their field of expertise, and which that support the mission and goals of their 
unit, college, and university. (OSU Policy and Procedures 2-0110, Guidelines to Govern the 
Workload Assignment of Faculty Members) The appraisal and development process, as well as 
the reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure (RPT) process, are the means used to encourage and 
evaluate the professional growth of individual faculty members. The goal is to attract, retain, and 
reward those faculty who demonstrate excellence. 
 
1.02  Faculty Evaluation. The evaluation process at Oklahoma State University is designed to 
assist the institution in attracting promising faculty members, help them reach their potential, retain 
only the outstanding faculty, and to reward their proficiency. Evaluation of the performance of 
faculty members is also conducted for the purpose of compensation review and at the appropriate 
times for the purpose of reappointment and/or for the awarding of tenure and/or promotion. (OSU 
Policy and Procedures 2-0112, Faculty Appraisal and Development Program) 
 
1.03 Promotion in Academic Rank. Initial academic rank is based on evidence the faculty 
member has met the qualifications for the rank to which the faculty member is being appointed. 
Faculty members are hired to accomplish objectives of specific academic units and are to be judged 
accordingly. 
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Consequently, the evaluation of faculty is to be carried out in the context of the faculty member’s 
particular role in the institution with a clear understanding of what is expected of the individual. 
Accomplishments of the faculty member are judged against these expectations. Promotion in rank 
recognizes exemplary performance of a faculty member. The evaluation process provides an 
assessment of a faculty member’s growth and performance since the initial appointment or last 
promotion. 
 
The evaluation process for Tenure-Track faculty must be based on a comprehensive assessment of 
the candidate’s record of research/creative work, teaching, outreach/extension, and service. This 
assessment should take into account the quality of outcomes as well as their quantity; it should 
also acknowledge the creativity of faculty work and the impact of the faculty member’s work on 
students, on the field(s) in which the faculty member works, and on others the university serves. 
Interdisciplinary work, public scholarship and engagement, international accomplishments and 
initiatives, technology transfer initiatives, and other special kinds of professional activity by the 
candidate should be considered when appropriate. Career-Track faculty work expectations may 
vary depending on their Career-Track faculty title and assigned areas of work. They should be 
evaluated accordingly 
 
The relative importance of these criteria may vary in different academic units, and particular 
faculty members within units may vary in the extent to which their responsibilities emphasize one 
or more parts of the university’s mission. Criteria against which individual faculty members are 
judged must reflect these varying assignments and must align with the work assignment specified 
in annual appraisal documents. 
 
1.04 Academic Unit Standards. The primary responsibility for establishing the criteria for 
promotion and/or tenure rests with the academic unit. Each department or equivalent academic 
unit must have a document clearly specifying (1) the indices and standards used to determine 
whether candidates meet the requirements for promotion in rank and, if applicable, tenure, as well 
as  and promotion to Associate Professor, (2) the indices and standards used to determine whether 
candidates meet requirements for promotion to Professor, and (3) the goals and expectations used 
in evaluating faculty performance in annual appraisal and developments. 
 
The academic unit standards will define the criteria forof teaching, research/creative work, 
outreach/extension, and service in ways which that reflect the discipline and its mission. The unit’s 
refined criteria shall be applied to all faculty members in ways which that equitably reflect a 
particular faculty member’s responsibilities and assignments. How the unit’s standards apply to a 
specific faculty member’s duties should be made clear at the time of appointment and reviewed in 
the annual appraisal and development process. Adjustments in the workload expectations for 
faculty members may occur over time in keeping with changing institutional and personal 
priorities, but these should be discussed and documented in annual Appraisal and Development 
reviews signed by the faculty member and unit administrator. 
 
The unit standards serve as the basis for the evaluation of the faculty member’s dossier at all levels 
of review. The unit standards must be consistent with university and college policies but may 
exceed them. Each academic unit standards document must be approved by a vote of all tenured 
and tenure- track faculty within the unit, by the appropriate college dean, and by the Vice President 
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for Academic Affairs (VPAA). The portions of the document that apply to Career-Track faculty 
must be approved by a vote of all Career-Track, tenured, and tenure-Track faculty within the unit, 
by the appropriate college dean, and by the VPAA. 
 


a. Instructor. The rank of Iinstructor is only available for careerCareer-track-Track 
faculty appointments as outlined in OSU Policy and Procedures 2-0903, Career-Track 
Faculty Positions. The rank of instructor is appropriate only in disciplines where a 
master’s degree is a commonly accepted professional degree but is not the highest 
academic degree. An Iinstructor should have earned a master’s degree in their field 
and should have professional skills and expertise needed in the discipline. Such 
expertise should be certified by the discipline’s professional organization, as 
appropriate. An iInstructor demonstrates excellent performance in teaching and other 
assigned duties. The record of an instructor Instructor should include maintenance of 
professional expertise and participation in professional organizations.  
 
The rank of instructor is only available for non-tenure track faculty appointments as 
outlined in OSU Policy and Procedures 2-0903, Non-Tenure Track Faculty Positions, 
and OSU Policy and Procedures 2-0904, Research Faculty Positions (Non-Tenure 
Track).  


 
b. Assistant Professor. The assistant Assistant professor Professor rank is recognition the 


faculty member has exhibited the potential to grow in an academic career in 
accordance with the institution’s mission and the academic unit’s objectives. A tenure-
trackn assistant Assistant professor Professor should have earned the accepted highest 
degree in their field or, in exceptional rare cases, should have demonstrated potential 
via considerable professional experience judged by the unit as beneficial and desirable 
for the particular appointment. The requirements for a Career-Track assistant professor 
are more nuanced. Faculty members with this rank should have earned either the 
accepted highest degree in their field or a master’s degree in an area directly relevant 
to their discipline plus have sufficient professional experience to be judged by the unit 
as beneficial and desirable for the particular appointment. For example, an Assistant 
Professor of the Professional Practice may have years of industry experience relevant 
to the courses they teach, and a Teaching Assistant Professor may have substantial 
experience teaching and developing curriculum. In the period between appointment as 
an assistant professor and promotion to associate professor, terms expressed in the 
academic unit, college, and university standards, the letter of offer, the position 
description, and the annual evaluations provide guidance regarding professional 
development of the faculty member to peers and administrators charged with judging 
progress toward promotion. 


 
c. Associate Professor. To attain the rank of tenure-track/tenured Aassociate Pprofessor, 


the candidate must establish they are an accomplished teacher, where teaching is an 
assigned responsibility, and have a significant record of research, artistic, and/or 
creative work, teaching, outreach/extension, and service in keeping with the academic 
unit, college, and university standards, and job responsibilities. Clear evidence should 
be presented that the individual has established a solid academic reputation and shows 
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promise of further development and productivity in their academic field. Criteria for 
promotion to Associate Professor in the Career-Track ranks vary considerably because 
of the wide range of job responsibilities. Nevertheless, the standards should represent 
a clear progression from the requirements for Career-Track Assistant Professors. 


 
Promotion to Associate Professor with tenure requires tangible evidence of sustained 
excellence in accomplishments as measured by an appropriate assessment of the 
faculty member’s work, as defined in the academic unit standards. The dossier must 
provide tangible evidence that the faculty member shows clear promise of becoming 
a leading scholar, teacher, creative artist, and/or provider of outreach/extension, 
according to the primary assigned responsibilities. A recommendation for tenure 
should be based upon an assessment the candidate has made contributions of an 
appropriate magnitude and quality in research/creative work, teaching, 
outreach/extension and service, and has demonstrated a high likelihood of sustaining 
contributions to the field and to the academic unit, so that granting tenure is in the 
long-term best interests of the academic unit and the university. 


 
d. Professor. The rank of professorProfessor, the highest rank in the university, 


designates the faculty member's academic achievement merits recognition as a 
distinguished authority in their field. Professional colleagues, both within the 
university and nationally, recognize the professor’s Professor’s contributions to the 
discipline. A tenured Pprofessor is an outstanding member of the academic community 
and sustains excellent performance in teaching, where teaching is an assigned 
responsibility, research/creative work, outreach/extension and service in keeping with 
the unit criteria and the faculty member’s job responsibilities. A careerCareer-track-
Track Professor is similarly recognized as an outstanding contributor in their areas of 
responsibility.  TIn both the tenured and careerCareer-track-Track ranks, the record of 
a successful candidate for pProfessor must show evidence of sustained excellence over 
an extended period of time. 


 
Promotion from Associate Professor to Professor in the tenure-track-Tenure-Track 
ranks requires tangible evidence the faculty member has attained a national or 
international reputation in a field and is a leading scholar, teacher, creative artist, 
and/or provider of outreach/extension, according to the primary assigned 
responsibilities and the criteria established in the academic unit, college, and 
university standards. Promotion to Professor in the Career-Track ranks should 
similarly reflect that national experts in the area believe the faculty member’s work is 
of high quality, making a demonstrably valuable contribution to the field or the 
equivalent experience, productivity and contributions based on their appointment as 
approved by their unit. AIn both tenuredTenure-Track and careerCareer-track-Track 
ranks, a recommendation for promotion to professor Professor should be based upon 
an assessment that, since the last promotion, the candidate has made sustained 
contributions of appropriate magnitude, independence and quality in research/creative 
work, teaching, outreach/extension and service, as appropriate to their job 
responsibilities, and has demonstrated the ability to continue to sustain contributions 
to the field and to the academic unit, so that granting the promotion is in the best 
interest of the academic unit and the university. 
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1.05 Tenure. The awarding of tenure (continuous appointment) is the most significant decision 
made relative to an institution's future and, therefore, is the highest honor bestowed on a faculty 
member. The Policy Statement to Govern Appointments, Tenure, Promotions, and Related Matters 
of the Faculty at Oklahoma State University (hereafter referred to as the Faculty Policy Statement) 
states that tenure, a means to assure academic freedom, is indispensable to the success of the 
university in fulfilling its obligations to students, to the state of Oklahoma and to society in general. 
 
Intellectual curiosity is an essential requirement for effective instruction, as well as for continuing 
scholarly pursuits. When tenure is conferred, it is the university's expectation the faculty member 
will (1) consistently contribute to the instructional, research/creative work, and/or 
outreach/extension mission of the university; (2) remain current and intellectually curious; and (3) 
continue to be a wise investment for the university. The decision is a judgment made with 
appropriate faculty counsel. The granting of tenure is a major decision for the institution and shall 
not be granted unless the faculty member has demonstrated by consistent performance the 
university will benefit from making a career-long commitment to the faculty member. 
 
PROCEDURES 
 
2.0   OVERVIEW OF THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF PARTICIPANTS IN THE RPT 
PROCESS 
 
Operationally, the function of the RPT process is to determine whether each candidate has met the 
detailed academic qualifications and criteria specified by their respective academic unit. In this 
process, the candidate, unit personnel committee, unit administrator, dean, and academic vice 
president have unique responsibilities they must carry out with the highest professional integrity. 
Throughout this review process, committee members, unit administrators, deans, and others must 
be able to freely discuss personnel-related issues in an open and honest manner and without fear 
of repercussion, retaliation, or negative impact on their professional relationships with colleagues. 
As such, all discussions and/or votes of individual committee members shall remain confidential. 
Briefly, the role of each participant follows. 
 
2.01 Candidate. It shall be the personal responsibility of the faculty member to show applicable 
qualifications for reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure have been met. (Faculty Policy 
Statement, Section 1.2.1) To carry out this responsibility, the candidate must develop, in 
cooperation with the unit administrator, a file documenting each of the detailed qualifications and 
criteria of the unit have been specifically achieved. The "Development of the RPT Documentation 
File" form lists the required documentation and should be used as a guide in the development of 
the file. 
 
In the review process, some of the reviewers may not personally know the candidate and will rely 
exclusively on materials included or referred to in this file as the basis for their recommendation. 
The candidate must not assume the reviewers will know they are an excellent teacher, scholar, and 
colleague. It is essential the candidate include in the file all the materials necessary to document 
and affirmatively establish all applicable criteria and qualifications have been met. Once the unit 
personnel committee recommendation is made, the candidate is not allowed to add or delete 
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materials. However, the candidate is allowed to respond to each negative Statement of 
Recommendation and have said response added to the documentation file (Section 3.03.d). 
Candidates should be aware the University Ombudsperson (ombuds@okstate.edu) is available for 
voluntary, confidential consultation throughout the RPT process. 
 


2.02 Unit Personnel Committee. The responsibility of the unit personnel committee is to 
recommend whether or not the candidate has met each of the applicable criterioncriteria and 
qualifications for the personnel action being considered. The written recommendation to the unit 
administrator shall specifically address how each criterion and qualification in the academic unit, 
college, and university standards has or has not been met. If there is a divergence of opinion within 
the committee, both majority and minority opinions shall be indicated within a single 
recommendation letter. 
 
The composition of the unit personnel committee and identification of those members eligible to 
vote on personnel actions shall be specified in the unit's RPT guidelines. These guidelines shall 
address the following: 
 


a. VFor tenure-track-Track cases, voting faculty members are required to be tenured-
track faculty members at the same ranklevel as, or above, the ranklevel being sought 
by the candidate. Only tenured faculty members shall vote on reappointment and 
tenure. For Career-Track cases, voting members are required to be tenured faculty 
members of any rank or Career-Track faculty members at the same rank as, or above, 
the rank sought by the candidate. TIt is recommended that the unit personnel 
committee should contain at least one (1) Career-Track faculty member-track faculty 
when there is a Career-Track reappointment or promotion case. The personnel 
committee for Career-Track cases may be the same as for tenure-Track cases with the 
addition of one (1) or more Career-Track members, 
 


b. Each academic unit will formalize a mechanism by which all unit faculty may provide 
input to the personnel committee. The input received will be addressed in the 
committee’s written recommendation to the unit administrator. 


 
c. If a unit cannot complete its personnel committee with voting faculty of appropriate 


rank from within the unit, members of the committee, in consultation with the unit 
administrator, will solicit faculty from similar departments or disciplines at the 
university to assist the personnel committee with the review and recommendation. 
 


d. Given that faculty from a given unit may serve on the unit and/or college level 
committee, they must recuse themselves from the discussion of any case from their 
unit at the college levelvote only once and only at one level. 


 
e. A faculty member applying for reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure may serve on 


a unit personnel committee but must recuse themself during consideration of their 
application. 


 
2.03 Unit Administrator. The unit administrator is responsible for making sure the candidate 



https://go.okstate.edu/about-osu/leadership/president/ombuds-office/index.html

mailto:ombuds@okstate.edu
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and personnel committee are familiar with all relevant policies, procedures, and applicable 
qualifications and criteria. The unit administrator assists the candidate in constructing the 
documentation file and makes a final assessment of the candidate after the recommendation of the 
unit personnel committee has been received. The unit administrator has a special responsibility to 
ensure all policies and procedures are rigorously followed and the final recommendation submitted 
for the unit is free of bias and based on a professional application of the standards of the unit. After 
reviewing the candidate's materials, the unit administrator shall attach a recommendation letter 
which reflects their professional judgment about the qualifications and merit of the candidate for 
reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure and shall forward all materials to the dean. 
 
2.04 College-Level Committee. Each college must have a college-level RPT committee. The 
committee must examine the documentation provided by the faculty member, the standards 
adopted by the unit, and the Statements of Recommendation provided by the unit personnel 
committee and the unit administrator for fairness in procedure and review at the departmental level 
and for consistency within the college. The college-level committee shall also give its professional 
opinion about the qualifications and merit of the candidate for reappointment, promotion, and/or 
tenure. The committee will then provide a written recommendation to the dean indicating whether 
the personnel action being considered is supported. Where specific college policies so designate, 
the college-level committee may also be charged with including in their recommendation a 
professional opinion about the qualifications and merit of the candidate for reappointment, 
promotion, and/or tenure. If there is a divergence of opinion within the committee, both majority 
and minority opinions shall be indicated within a single recommendation letter. Guidelines for the 
college-level RPT committee shall take into account the following: 
 


a. For tenure-track cases, tThe committee shall consist of members of its tenured faculty 
elected by its tenured and tenure-track faculty.  Committee members voting on a 
personnel action under consideration must be at the same rank as, or above, that being 
sought by the candidate. For Career-Track cases of promotion, the committee shall 
consist of members of its tenured faculty elected by its tenured and Tenure-Track 
faculty along with at least one (1) Career-Track faculty member elected , tenured, and 
tenure-tracknominated by the Career-Track Faculty Committee of Faculty Council. 
Career-track member(s) should be at the same rank as, or above, the rank sought by 
the Career-track candidate being evaluated. 
 


b. The composition of the committee shall be representative of the disciplines within the 
college. 


 
c. Faculty members applying for reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure may not serve 


on the college-level committee in the year of their application. 
 
College-level policies must be approved by a vote of all tenured and tenure-track faculty within 
the college, by the appropriate college dean, and by the VPAA. The portions of the college-level 
policies that apply to Career-track faculty must be approved by a vote of all career-track, tenured, 
and tenure-track faculty within the college, by the appropriate college dean, and by the VPAA. 
 
2.05 Dean. The dean has several vital responsibilities both prior to and during the evaluation 
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process. The dean works continualously with departments, making sure the academic unit 
standards for reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure are clear and consistent with the level of 
excellence expected in the college and university and that the department’s emphasis on differing 
aspects of faculty activities matches the role the department plays in the college and university. 
The dean provides explicit and detailed guidance regarding the type and quality of documentation 
required of candidates whose applications for reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure are to be 
forwarded to the VPAA. Upon receiving recommendations from departments, the dean, with input 
from the college-level committee, shall carefully review the candidate’s documentation file, 
including the recommendations of the unit personnel committee and unit administrator. The dean 
shall make a professional assessment regarding whether (1) the department's evaluation of each 
candidate has been rigorous, fair, and based on departmentally approved criteria and standards, (2) 
the documentation provided adequately supports the recommendations of the unit, and (3) the 
action recommended by the unit is warranted. Additionally, after reviewing the candidate’s 
materials, including all internal and external input, the dean’s recommendation letter shall reflect 
their professional judgment about the qualifications and merit of the candidate for reappointment, 
promotion, and/or tenure. This written report will be added to the documentation file and 
forwarded to the VPAA as part of their Statement of Recommendation. 
 
2.06 Vice President for Academic Affairs. The VPAA is responsible for examining the files and 
Statements of Recommendation written by all involved groups and administrators. The VPAA 
may seek additional counsel from the Faculty Committee of the Faculty Council and other 
university-level administrators, including, but not limited to, the Vice President for Research. It is 
the responsibility of the VPAA to be certain all applicable standards and policies approved by the 
university have been applied fairly to each individual. Additionally, the VPAA’s recommendation 
shall reflect their professional judgment about the qualifications and merit of the candidate for 
reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure and will be submitted to the President for 
recommendation to the Board of Regents. 
 
3.0    REAPPOINTMENT, PROMOTION, AND/OR TENURE PROCESS 


 
Prior to the beginning of the RPT process, it is recommended faculty members, unit administrators, 
members of unit personnel committees, and others review related sections in the Faculty Policy 
Statement: 
 
* Section 1.1.1, Qualifications; 
* Section 1.2, Recommendations for Faculty Appointment, Reappointments, 


Non- Reappointments, and Promotions; 
*  
* Section 1.4, Appointment and Tenure for Tenure-Track Faculty; 
* Section 1.5, Non-Tenure Career-Track Faculty Appointment and Titles;  
* Section 1.6, Promotions in Rank; and 
* Section 1.7, Reappointment and Non-Reappointment 


 
Reappointment, especially when tenure is conferred, is an action taken because of superior 
performance and the promise of continued professional and intellectual growth. It is the process 
upon which the quality of an academic unit depends. All faculty committees and administrators 
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must consider the academic unit, college, and university standards and judge carefully the faculty 
member’s past contributions and potential for future contributions when making reappointment 
recommendations. Promotion is a reward and recognition for performance, not longevity. 
Consequently, the attainment of a minimum number of years of service alone does not justify 
promotion. 
 
The following steps are taken at OSU when a faculty member is being considered for 
reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure. 
 
3.01  Identifying RPT Candidates – On or About September 1 
 


a. Notification of Process. Early in the Fall semester, each dean receives a memorandum 
from the VPAA outlining deadlines and requirements for the current year’s RPT 
process. Included is a Departmental Faculty Reappointment and Tenure Report which 
that lists faculty for whom it is believed personnel decisions must be made. This 
includes all faculty who are within their pre-tenure period and are scheduled that year 
for review of reappointment in rank. The report may not contain personnel decisions 
for Career-Track faculty as the timeline for Career-Track faculty promotion is specific 
to unit and college level policies. The dean should share Aan informational copy of the 
VPAA’s memorandum is shared with the unit administrators. Units and colleges are 
responsible for maintaining their own accurate records about when mandatory actions 
for their faculty must occur and should not rely on information from the VPAA. 


 
When feasible, informational notification is also sent by the VPAA office to each 
faculty member identified on the report, with a statement notifying the faculty member 
their name has been sent forward to the dean and unit administrator and encouraging 
the faculty member to contact the unit administrator to verify action will be taken as 
scheduled. (See Attachment 1 of this document.) Faculty will also be encouraged to 
review the Faculty Policy Statement and this policy and procedures document. For 
reference, an overview of faculty appointment periods and time in rank is provided 
below. 


 
b. Appointment Periods and Time in Rank. Appointment period guidelines are governed 


by the Faculty Policy Statement. This information is summarized below: 
 


(1)  Academic appointments normally coincide with the beginning of the academic 
year (September 1 for 9-month appointments or July 1 for 11-month 
appointments). For faculty appointed after this date but before January 1, the 
period for tenure consideration or for renewal of appointment will commence at 
the beginning of that academic year. The pre-tenure period for faculty appointed 
on or after January 1 will commence at the beginning of the following academic 
year. 


 
Except for extenuating circumstances (see Section 1.4.7 of the Faculty Policy 
Statement), the period for tenure consideration shall never exceed a total of seven 
years of continuous appointment with the university, beginning with the initial 
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appointment to a tenure-track position. Any credit for prior service included 
within the seven-year pre-tenure period shall be agreed upon in writing as part of 
the letter of offer at the time of employment. 
 


(2) Extensions of Appointment for Pre-Tenure Faculty. Policies are in place for a 
tenure-track faculty member to request an extension of their appointment and 
pre-tenure period as follows:   


i. Circumstances Covered Under the Family Medical Leave Act (FMLA) - 
Upon receipt of a written request from the faculty member, the unit 
administrator shall transmit to the dean of the college the extension 
request of the faculty member’s pre-tenure appointment period for 
qualifying FMLA events as determined by OSU Human Resources. Such 
an extension shall be granted upon approval by the VPAA. (See Section 
1.4.78.1 of the Faculty Policy Statement)  


ii. Other Extenuating Circumstances - Upon written request by the faculty 
member and recommendation by the unit administrator and dean of the 
college, an extension of the faculty member’s pre-tenure appointment 
period may be extended up to three (3) years upon approval by the VPAA 
for extenuating circumstances, such as a leave of absence without pay, an 
extended sick leave not covered by FMLA, significant changes in 
published criteria for tenure, etc. (See Section 1.4.78 of the Faculty Policy 
Statement). 


 
  


(3) Assistant Professor. Tenure-track: At the time of initial appointment, the first 
appointment period for a tenure-trackn assistant professor is four years. 
Reappointment may be granted for three (3) additional years. This allows for a 
maximum seven-year pre-tenure period as an assistant professor if no extensions 
have been granted.  
 
In the normal process, two actions are required for an tenure-track Aassistant 
pProfessor. The first action is the review for reappointment, which occurs during 
the third year in rank as aAssistant Pprofessor. Options at this time are: (1a) first 
reappointment as an assistant Assistant professor Professor for three (3) additional 
years or (2b) non-reappointment. Either action would be effective at the end of 
the following year (fourth year). For non-reappointment actions, this timing 
allows for the required one (1) year’s notice of termination and would be effective 
at the end of the fourth year in rank (which coincides with the end of the initial 
four-year appointment period). 


 
The second action occurs during the sixth year in rank as an assistant Assistant 
professorProfessor. Options are: (1a) promotion to associate Associate professor 
Professor which confers tenure or (2b) non- reappointment. The non-
reappointment would be effective at the end of the seventh year in rank and 
provides the required one (1) year’s notice of termination. 
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(4) Associate Professor. When an individual is initially appointed at OSU into the rank 
of tenure-track aAssociate pProfessor (without tenure), the initial appointment 
period is normally five (5) years. During the fourth year in rank, a recommendation 
must be made to: (1) reappoint as associate Associate professor Professor which 
confers tenure; (2) promote to professor Professor which confers tenure; or (3) not 
reappoint and give the required one (1) year’s notice of termination. A special 
tenure review may be made after one (1) year of service (see Faculty Policy 
Statement, Sections 1.4.4 and 1.4.2.d). In certain circumstances tenure may be 
expressly granted at the time of the initial appointment. 


 
(5) Professor. When an individual is initially appointed to the rank of Pprofessor in 


the tenure-track/tenured ranks, tenure is often granted at the time of appointment. 
However, a pre-tenure period, not to exceed three (3) years, may be specified. If a 
pre-tenure period is specified, then a special tenure review must be completed at 
least one (1) year before the end of this period, so the required one (1) year's notice 
of termination can be given should the review result in a decision not to grant 
tenure. 


 
 


 
c. Verification of RPT Report. To help maintain confidence in the Departmental Faculty 


Reappointment and Tenure Report, it is the responsibility of the dean and unit 
administrator to examine the departmental reports for completeness and accuracy. The 
dean transmits the appropriate portion of the tenure report to each academic 
department. The unit administrator is asked to verify information regarding 
reappointment, promotion, or non-reappointment for each person flagged and for those 
not flagged but scheduled for review. The unit administrator shall review, record, 
initial, and return corrections in the report to the dean's office so corrections to faculty 
data may be entered into the HR/personnel system. 


 
 
3.02  Preparing RPT Documentation File - On or About September 15 - January 15 
 
Faculty members should be notified by the unit administrator on or about September 15 they have 
through approximately January 15 to assemble and submit materials believed helpful to a full 
review. Some units may need to set earlier deadlines if the unit or college has a large number of 
RPT cases. It is the responsibility of the faculty member and the unit administrator to prepare a 
documentation file clearly summarizing the history of the faculty member's appointment before 
any deliberations begin regarding reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure. Since only limited 
changes can be made to the candidate's documentation file after the unit personnel committee votes 
(Section 2.02 of this policy), care must be taken if the candidate has pending administration 
actions. Examples include research misconduct investigations or a pending appeal of a sanction. 
In these cases, the VPAA will have the option to delay the assembly of the candidate’s 
documentation file and the unit personnel committee’s vote until after these issues have been 
resolved. Such a delay can also be requested from the VPAA by the candidate, the unit 
administrator, or other relevant parties. 
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The OSU Reappointment, Promotion/Tenure Recommendations Form, "Development of the RPT 
Documentation File,” (RPT form) is used as a guide in preparing materials and is a required 
document in each candidate’s packet. The form is completed as follows: 
 


a. The unit administrator must ensure all dates of academic appointments, 
reappointments, and promotions while at OSU are consistent with the departmental 
report, employment action forms and the candidate's vita. 


 
b. Materials for the candidate's documentation file should be compiled and arranged by 


the unit administrator. The following is intended to be a minimal list of items to be 
provided, not necessarily a listing of the only items to be included. 


 
(1)  For those candidates who have not yet been awarded tenure, the unit administrator 


should provide all initial appointment documents including letter of offer, position 
announcement, and/or description. 


 
(2)  A statement describing the work assignment within the university (teaching, 


research/creative work, outreach/extension, service, administration, and/or 
advisement) during the time period considered for the proposed action and a 
summary of percentages for each category of activity should be provided by the 
unit administrator. 


 
(3)  Annual appraisal and development documents prepared by the unit administrator 


and the faculty member during the period considered for this proposed personnel 
action should be provided. For tenured faculty, only the documents for the three 
most recent formal appraisals need be included. Any written statement submitted 
by the faculty member as a part of, or in response to, the appraisals should be 
included. If the faculty member has appealed any of the appraisals to the dean, the 
dean's written resolution of the appeal should be included. 


 
(4)  Sanctions in the personnel file shall be included. 


 
(5)  The unit administrator should provide written statements, if any, documenting 


either special achievements or deficiencies related to the proposed personnel 
action. 


 
(6)  Records of sabbatical or other periods of leave (not to include annual leave) 


should be included by the unit administrator. 
 


(7)  The unit administrator should ensure copies of all applicable departmental 
standards, policies and procedures for reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure 
decisions are provided. Major revisions of the above which have occurred during 
the tenure of the faculty member, and which may affect this personnel action must 
be indicated. 


 
(8)  The documentation file for a candidate, either careerCareer-track or tenure-


track/tenured, being considered for promotion tenure and/or tenure with 
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promotionpromotion should include a minimum of three (3) letters from external 
reviewers who have been asked to evaluate the candidate's accomplishments and 
potential. (The sole exception to this requirement is when a unit’s only 
requirement for promotion from Instructor to Assistant Professor within the 
careerCareer-track ranks is educational attainment; in this case, proof of obtaining 
the required degree shall suffice as a substitute for external letters.) Units may 
require additional external appraisals where appropriate or desirable for their 
disciplines. For tenure-track and tenured cases, Eexternal evaluators should be 
leading scholars in their disciplines and especially knowledgeable about the 
candidate's areas of expertise. The evaluators should hold at least the rank the 
candidate is seeking (or the equivalent at the evaluator’s institution). For 
careerCareer-track cases, writers should be especially well qualified to evaluate 
the careerCareer-track faculty member’s primary job responsibilities. For 
example, one might have professionals from industry among the writers for a 
professor of the practice, or specialists in curriculum development might write a 
letter for a teaching faculty member. Letters from tenured faculty or careerCareer-
track faculty of rank at least as high as the rank being sought would also be 
appropriate. The three (3) required external reviews must be obtained from 
individuals with no direct professional or personal interest in the advancement of 
the candidate's careerCareer (for example, they should not be former advisors or 
mentors, and generally should not be co-authors or co-investigators on previous 
work). The file must clearly specify the relationship of each external reviewer to 
the candidate and should contain a brief description of each external reviewer and 
their credentials. The letter must specifically request that the candidate be 
evaluated on the basis of the unit-specific criteria from the relevant unit at 
Oklahoma State University, and these unit criteria must be provided with the 
request. All solicited external review letters received before the deadline must be 
included in the file. These external letters shall serve strictly in an advisory 
capacity for evaluation of the file. 


 
All units shall solicit outside reviews as a part of the RPT review process and shall 
develop rules for solicitation of such reviews consistent with policies of the 
academic college and with this document. 


 
In determining who are selected as reviewers, the candidate should be asked to 
provide a slate of names; the unit administrator and the unit personnel committee 
should also provide names; and from these two lists a group of at least three (3) 
should be selected in a fair and objective manner for contact. The candidate may 
also specify the names of persons who should not be considered as possible 
reviewers, provided the candidate specifies valid personal or professional reasons 
for the exclusion. 


 
External review letters will be used by departmental personnel committees, unit 
administrators, school and college personnel committees, deans, and other 
university administrators for personnel decisions with respect to tenure and 
promotion. 
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A copy of the letter sent to external reviewers shall be provided to the faculty 
member and included in the documentation file. Units should be careful to allow 
sufficient time to gather outside peer review letters so they can be included in the 
file by January 15. 


 
A candidate may waive the right to access outside reviews. Such waivers shall not 
be assumed, implied or coerced, and must be executed in writing prior to 
solicitation of outside reviews (see Attachment 21 of this document). The scope 
of the waiver shall be clearly indicated in writing prior to solicitation of outside 
reviews. A copy of the executed waiver shall become a part of the documentation 
file. Any letter soliciting an outside review shall inform the potential reviewer of 
the extent to which the contents of the review will be known to the candidate. 
 


c. The following materials for the RPT documentation file should be provided by the 
faculty member. This is intended to be a minimal list of items to be provided, not 
necessarily a listing of the only items to be included. (If a unit’s only requirement for 
promotion from Instructor to Assistant Professor within the careerCareer-track ranks 
is educational attainment, then only a vita and proof of obtaining the required degree 
are required.) 


 
(1)  A current vita including a complete list of publications, instructional 


accomplishments, other creative activities, and important achievements should be 
provided by the faculty member. Reprints of publications need not be included; 
however, it is helpful if the faculty member designates which publications are in 
refereed journals. Documentation of instructional accomplishments could include 
teaching awards, peer evaluations, course syllabi and tests, student evaluations, 
other testimonies, etc. 


 
(2)  Self-assessment statement(s) on instruction, research/creative work, outreach/ 


extension, and/or service/professionalism activities are to be provided, as 
appropriate to the work assignment, by faculty members being considered for 
promotion and/or tenure. 


 
d. With the exception of peer review letters to which the faculty member has waived their 


right to access, all materials in the documentation file should be available for review 
by the faculty member. Peer review letters should be placed in a colored file folder 
with the signed waiver form attached to the outside of the folder (or clearly 
distinguished from the rest of the file if the format is electronic).. 


 
e. If the faculty member finds the information provided by the unit administrator is 


incomplete or inaccurate, or if there is additional documentation the faculty member 
would like reviewed, documentation should be added by the candidate to clarify and 
complete the file prior to the signing of the RPT form. 


 
f. The faculty member signs the RPT form, Section 3, which indicates the opportunity 
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has been given to review the materials contained in the documentation file up to this 
point in the process, including all materials submitted by the unit administrator and 
faculty member, and the file is complete. Such signature does not indicate the faculty 
member agrees with the substance of each document. Deliberations about the 
recommendation on the candidate will not begin until the file is complete; therefore, 
the Statements of Recommendation from the unit personnel committee, unit 
administrator, college-level committee, and dean are not included in the file at this 
point in the process. 


 
3.03 Adding Additional Materials to Documentation File 


 
a. Materials can be added to/deleted from the documentation file until the unit personnel 


committee recommendation concerning the action is made. However, both the 
candidate and the unit administrator must be informed of the changes and be provided 
with an opportunity to make additional modifications. 


 
b. Faculty Appraisal and Development (A&D) materials covering the period of time from 


the last appraisal and development document through the most recent fall semester 
shall be added to the RPT documentation file as soon as finalized. These documents 
shall be considered by the unit personnel committee and unit administrator prior to 
making their recommendations. It is expected this most recent material may have to 
be added to the file after the RPT documentation file is otherwise complete, and after 
the faculty member has signified in writing the file is otherwise complete; however, 
unit administrators should make strenuous efforts to complete the latest A&D review 
for each candidate by January 15. No new documentation regarding faculty 
performance or accomplishments occurring after the end of the immediately preceding 
calendar year may be added to the file. 


 
c. After the Statement of Recommendation is formulated by the unit personnel 


committee and recorded, the only documentation which may be added, except as noted 
in d. and e. below, to a candidate's RPT packet are the Statements of Recommendation 
from the unit personnel committee, the unit administrator, the college-level committee, 
and the dean. 


 
d. The candidate will be provided an opportunity to respond to each negative Statement 


of Recommendation and to have said response added to the RPT packet. The candidate 
will have three (3) working days following receipt of the Statement noting denial of 
the proposed action to formulate a response no longer than 1,000 words. The candidate 
will submit the response to the next higher review level, i.e., if the Statement noting 
denial is received from the unit administrator, the response will be submitted to the 
dean’s office within three (3) working days. 


 
 


At each review level, all reasonable efforts will be made to notify the faculty member, 
in a confidential manner, of the Statement of Recommendation. However, if the 
faculty member is not readily available due to current assignment or is unwilling to 
accept sensitive documents sent via e-mail or U.S. mail, the opportunity to respond to 
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a negative Statement of Recommendation is lost. The faculty member should shall 
bear the responsibility of keeping their unit administrator informed of their 
whereabouts during this critical review process. 


 
e. If during the review process the reviewer(s) determines supplemental written materials 


are to be added to the file, all documentation, including the new materials, should be 
sent back to the unit administrator, who will contact the faculty member and the unit 
personnel committee, and restart the review process. This is to ensure all reviewers 
have an opportunity to deliberate on the additional materials in the event they have a 
bearing on the outcome of the reviewer’s recommendation. 


 
4.0   Reviewing the Documentation File and Statements of Recommendation 
 
4.01  On or About January 15 – February 14 
 


Once the faculty member has acknowledged the contents of the RPT documentation file, 
the process of seeking faculty counsel and administrative input begins. Unit administrators 
are charged with the responsibility of recommending reappointment, promotion, tenure, 
and/or non-reappointment actions. They shall obtain appropriate faculty counsel prior to 
making these recommendations. The manner in which input and subsequent 
recommendations are sought is noted below. Throughout this review process, committee 
members, unit administrators, deans, and others must be able to freely discuss personnel-
related issues in an open and honest manner and without fear of repercussion, retaliation, 
or negative impact on their professional relationships with colleagues. As such, all 
discussions and/or votes of individual committee members shall remain confidential. 


 
 


a. Appropriate Faculty Counsel. Appropriate faculty counsel is sought when the unit 
personnel committee or a special or permanent committee of faculty for the academic 
unit involved is to review all pertinent data for those individuals who are being 
considered. The committee evaluates each individual's contributions in the three (3) 
major areas of instruction, research/creative work, and outreach/extension, as 
appropriate. This evaluation is extensive, for the decision will have a direct bearing on 
the welfare of both the individual and the department. Consequently, the committee 
members will analyze annual appraisal forms, student evaluation summaries, journal 
articles and other publications, research results, and other outputs that can assess the 
individual's status as a professional. Standards established in the academic unit for 
quality as well as quantity are a matter of professional judgment in the discipline 
relative to the mission and role of the unit within the college and university. 


 
After deliberating, the unit personnel committee shall prepare a Statement of 
Recommendation regarding reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure for the faculty 
member. The statement must address, in specific terms, how the faculty member has 
or has not satisfied applicable academic unit, college, and university standards for 
reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure. This statement shall include the numerical 
vote of the recommended action, as well as the signature of each committee member. 
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This statement must be added to the candidate's RPT packet prior to review by the unit 
administrator. Additionally, the chair of the unit personnel committee or an 
appropriately elected representative of the faculty will record the committee's 
recommendation on the RPT Summary of Recommendations form, along with their 
signature. 


 
A copy of the unit personnel committee's Statement of Recommendation, as defined 
above, shall be given to the faculty member in a confidential manner, normally within 
five (5) working days, after the recommendation is finalized. 


 
b. Unit Administrator Review. The unit administrator's Statement of Recommendation to 


the dean must address, in specific terms, how the faculty member has or has not 
satisfied each applicable departmental criteria for reappointment, promotion, and/or 
tenure. The statement must detail whether or not the performance of the faculty 
member adequately fulfills the published academic unit, college, and university 
standards for the proposed personnel action. It is understood an individual could 
greatly surpass some criteria and may fall short of others. Standards for quality as well 
as quantity are a matter of professional judgment in the discipline relative to the 
mission and role of the unit within the college and university. As such, the unit 
administrator should provide an accurate and balanced description of the person being 
considered. The statement of the unit administrator must be added to the candidate's 
RPT packet prior to review by the college-level committee, and the dean. 


 
If the faculty member being reviewed for promotion and/or tenure also holds the 
position of unit administrator, it will be necessary for the dean to appoint a senior 
member of the departmental faculty to serve in the role of the unit administrator. The 
"acting" unit administrator will review the documentation file and write a Statement 
of Recommendation as described above. The "acting" unit administrator will also 
record their recommended action and signature on the RPT Summary of 
Recommendations form. 


 
If a faculty member has a split appointment, the Statement of Recommendation is to 
be completed by the unit administrator of the home department after consulting with 
the other unit administrator(s) to whom the faculty member reports. All relevant unit 
administrators are expected to sign or initial the statement. If they disagree 
significantly with the recommendation, the matter shall be brought to the attention of 
the dean of the home college for resolution of differences. 


 
When the unit administrator is unable to act in accord with the faculty 
recommendation, the reasons shall be communicated in writing to the faculty 
committee that provided the counsel. 


 
The unit administrator is also responsible for ensuring the OSU Reappointment, 
Promotion/Tenure Recommendation Form is complete, and all appropriate 
documentation is attached.  
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The unit administrator then transmits the documentation file to the dean of the college. 
 


A copy of the unit administrator's Statement of Recommendation, as defined above, 
shall be given to the faculty member in a confidential manner, normally within five 
(5) working days, after the unit administrator's recommendation is finalized. 


 
c. Transmittal of the RPT Documentation File: 


 
(1)  If a candidate is being considered for a mandatory reappointment action or for a 


mandatory tenure action (and promotion in the case of an assistant professor) said 
individual's documentation file must be forwarded to the dean for evaluation and 
further transmittal to the VPAA for review and action regardless of whether the 
recommendation is positive or negative. 


 
(2)  If a tenured or careerCareer-track candidate is considered for promotion or an 


untenured candidate is considered for tenure and promotion prior to the mandatory 
review year, and both the unit administrator and the unit personnel committee 
recommend against the proposed action, said individual's documentation file will 
not be forwarded to the dean for further consideration unless the candidate 
requests otherwise. However, if the unit administrator and the unit personnel 
committee do not agree on a recommendation, the documentation file will be 
forwarded to the dean for evaluation and further transmittal to the VPAA. 


 
(3)  At any point in the process, if an action is not mandatory, a candidate for 


promotion may elect by written request to withdraw their name from further 
consideration. 


 
(4)  It is the policy of the university for the promotion of individuals to be made for 


outstanding performance in assigned duties over a period of time. Individuals who 
are considered for promotion in a given year, but are not granted a promotion, 
may be reconsidered. However, before such reconsideration is given, it is 
expected substantial change in the candidate's performance can be documented. 
Normally a period of two (2) years should elapse before the candidate is 
reconsidered. Unit administrators who have candidates who wish to be 
reconsidered earlier must demonstrate to the dean of the college the candidate has 
made substantial accomplishments since the last consideration before the review 
process is initiated. After review by the dean and consultation with the VPAA, if 
needed, the unit administrator will be notified whether or not approval is granted 
for reconsideration of the candidate. 


 
(5)  If the unit administrator’s recommendation is for non-reappointment, the 


documentation file should be sent forward to the dean along with a DRAFT copy 
of the non-reappointment letter. 


 
4.02 On or About February 15 – March 14 
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a. College-Level Committee Review. Each college must have a college-level RPT 
committee constituted and functioning as described in Section 2.04 above. Following 
a review of all documents provided on each candidate, the college-level committee 
shall prepare a Statement of Recommendation regarding whether the department’s 
evaluation of each candidate has been rigorous, fair, and based on departmentally 
approved criteria and standards college-level committee should also give its 
professional opinion about the qualifications and merit of the candidate for 
reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure.  and, where applicable, any additional 
evaluations specified in approved college policies. This statement shall include the 
numerical vote of the recommended action, as well as the signature of each committee 
member., and the statement  This statement is to be added to the candidate’s RPT 
packet prior to review by the dean. Additionally, the chair of the committee or an 
appropriately elected representative will record the committee’s recommendation on 
the RPT Summary of Recommendations form, along with their signature. 


 
A copy of the college-level committee’s Statement of Recommendation shall be given 
to the faculty member in a confidential manner, normally within five (5) working days, 
after the recommendation is finalized. 


 
b. Dean's Review. The dean, after reviewing all materials and other recommendations, 


submits a Statement of Recommendation to the VPAA. This statement shall assess 
whether (1) the department's evaluation has been rigorous, fair, and based on 
departmentally approved criteria and standards, (2) the documentation provided 
adequately supports the recommendations of the unit, and (3) whether the action 
recommended by the unit is warranted. Additionally, after reviewing the candidate’s 
materials, including all internal and external input, the dean’s recommendation letter 
shall reflect their professional judgment about the qualifications and merit of the 
candidate for reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure. If the recommendation of the 
dean is that the action recommended by the appropriate faculty counsel or unit 
administrator is not warranted, the reasons must be explained in the statement. This 
statement shall include any confidential information which conditions this 
recommendation. Even if the recommendation of the dean agrees with the unit 
personnel committee and unit administrator, the dean is nevertheless encouraged 
toshall include in the documentation file a written statement setting forth rationale for 
their recommendation. The dean's Statement of Recommendation must be added to 
the candidate's documentation file, along with a notation of the recommended action 
and signature on the RPT Summary of Recommendations form. The dean transmits 
the documentation file to the VPAA. 


 
In addition to the RPT form and the documentation specified above, a DRAFT copy 
of the non-reappointment letter should be sent forward to the VPAA with all requested 
documentation, if the dean's recommendation is for non-reappointment. 


 
A copy of the dean's Statement of Recommendation shall be given to the faculty 
member in a confidential manner, normally within five (5) working days, after the 
recommendation is finalized. 
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4.03 On or About March 15 - May 31 
 
Materials on all candidates under review are to be submitted to the Office of the VPAA on 
or about March 15 of each year. 


 
a. Administrative Review. College recommendations and documentation are submitted 


for review by the VPAA. In the process of this review, the VPAA may seek counsel 
as deemed appropriate, e.g., from the Faculty Committee of the Faculty Council and 
other university-level administrators, including, but not limited, to the Vice President 
for Research.  
 
Counsel from the Faculty Committee of the Faculty Council and other university-level 
administrators shall be sought for cases in which a negative recommendation by the 
VPAA is being considered and conflicting recommendations have come from lower 
levels of evaluation. Written input from the Faculty Committee of the Faculty Council 
and the individual administrators consulted shall become a part of the respective 
candidate's packet and their Statements of Recommendation will be considered by the 
VPAA in their final deliberations. 


 
A copy of the Statements of Recommendation shall be given to the faculty member in 
a confidential manner, normally within five (5) working days, after the 
recommendations are finalized. 


 
It is the responsibility of the VPAA to be certain all applicable standards and policies 
approved by the university have been applied fairly to each individual. Additionally, 
the VPAA’s recommendation shall reflect their professional judgment about the 
qualifications and suitability of the candidate for reappointment, promotion, and/or 
tenure. 


 
If the VPAA's recommendation is negative and differs from that of the dean, the 
VPAA is responsible for communicating in writing to the dean, unit administrator, and 
faculty member the reasons for the disagreement. In this case, a copy of the VPAA’s 
Statement of Recommendation shall be given to the faculty member in a confidential 
manner, normally within five (5) working days after the recommendation is finalized. 
 
A copy of the VPAA’s Statement of Recommendation shall be given to the faculty 
member in a confidential manner, normally within five (5) working days, after the 
recommendation is finalized. 


 
4.04 On or About June 1 – 30 
 


Final institutional review of the personnel actions submitted by the VPAA may be 
conducted by the President. A list of actions is then developed which the university 
administration recommends to the Board of Regents for final action. Reappointments, 
promotions, and confirmation of tenure must be approved by the governing Board of 
Regents except as authorized by Board of Regents policies. Normally, recommendations 
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are submitted to the Board of Regents for consideration during a June meeting. When 
approved, the Board specifies the date on which the reappointment, promotion, and/or 
tenure will become effective. 


 
Non-reappointment actions are provided to the Board of Regents for "information only" 
when the affected faculty member actually separates from the university. 
 


5.0    Recording Effective Dates 
 
When the Employment Action form is prepared by the college/department for the proposed 
personnel action, the form is to include the effective date for the action. Additionally, when all 
RPT actions are submitted to the Board of Regents for approval, the date on which the 
reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure is effective shall be specified. A guide for the effective 
date of actions follows: 
 


a. Reappointment to the rank of instructor Instructor (non-tenurecareerCareer- track titles 
only) is effective the calendar year following completion of the RPT review and on 
September 1 of that year for faculty on 9-month appointments or on July 1 for faculty 
on 11-month appointments. 


 
b. Reappointment to the rank of assistant Assistant professor Professor without tenure is 


effective on September 1 (9-month) or July 1 (11-month) of the calendar year 
following the completion of the RPT review. As such, the effective date for 
reappointment coincides with the end date of the initial appointment period. 


 
c. Reappointment to the rank of associate Associate professor Professor or Professor 


grants tenure and is effective on July 1 of the same calendar year as the completion of 
RPT review, independent of the faculty member's appointment length. 


 
d. Promotion in rank which grants tenure is effective on July 1 of the same calendar year 


as the completion of the RPT review, independent of the faculty member's appointment 
length. 


 
e. Promotion in rank which does not grant tenure is effective on July 1 of the same 


calendar year as the completion of the RPT review, independent of the faculty 
member's appointment length. 


 
6.0  Providing Feedback to Faculty on Final RPT Action 
 


a. The VPAA shall inform the affected faculty member either: (1) a recommendation for 
promotion, reappointment and/or tenure will be presented to the Board of Regents in 
mid- to late June, or (2) the university does not intend to continue the appointment 
beyond a specified date. Notification of non-reappointment must be sent on or before 
May 31, except in case of a non-reappointment of an instructor in the first year of 
appointment, who must be notified by March 1. 


 
b. Formal notification of Board of Regents approval will be sent to each faculty candidate 
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from the dean and/or unit administrator relaying the final decision of their 
reappointment, promotion, and/or tenure action. This notification should occur as soon 
as practical after, but normally within five (5) working days of, the completion of the 
regularly scheduled meeting of the Board of Regents, typically in mid- to late June. 


 
c. Once Board of Regents approval is secured on RPT actions, all documentation files 


will be returned to the academic dean and will be retained intact by the academic 
college for one year. 


 
d. In order to eliminate an inadvertent breach of confidentiality, when the RPT files are 


returned to the respective dean’s office by the VPAA’s office, the external peer review 
letters will be removed from the file and will be retained in the dean’s office (or college 
personnel office). 


 
(1) All external review letters, accompanied by the signed waiver, will be placed in a 


sealed envelope in the faculty member’s personnel file, normally located in the 
college fiscal office. 
 


(2) Each folder will have a notice affixed stating these are confidential letters and 
may not be read by the individuals who waived their rights. 


 
(3) Authorization to access these letters must be obtained in writing from the dean (the 


full notice is attached). 
 


e. The RPT files, less the external letters, will be returned to departments for retention as 
required by policy. 


 
 
Approved by: 
Faculty Council, June 1999 
Deans Council, November 1999 
President Halligan, November 1999  
Board of Regents, January 2000 
 
NOTE: Modifications to this policy were made in Fall 2003 to reflect the title change of the chief 
academic officer from Executive Vice President to Provost and Senior Vice President and 
identified using VPAA. 
 
Revisions approved: 
Council of Deans, Summer 2006 
Executive Group, September 2006 
 
Revisions (to be effective July 2014) approved:  
Faculty Council, November 2013 and March 2014 
Council of Deans, November 2013 and March 2014 
Executive Team, January 2014  
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Board of Regents, April 2014 
 
Revisions approved: 
Faculty Council, March 2015 
Council of Deans, May 2015 
Executive Team, September 2015 
Board of Regents, September 2015 
 
 
Revisions approved:  
Faculty Council and Deans Working Group, October 2022 
Council of Deans, November 2022 
Board of Regents, December 2022  
 
Executive Team, September 2023 
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Attachment 1 
 
PROPOSED INFORMATIONAL NOTIFICATION LETTER TO BE SENT TO 
FACULTY 
 
 
Date 
 
 
 
Dear Faculty Member XXX: 
 
This is to inform you our records identify you as a faculty member for whom a reappointment, 
promotion, and/or tenure (RPT) decision must be made during this year's review process. A copy 
of the report noting this has been sent to your academic dean and unit administrator along with a 
memorandum from me outlining activities for this year's RPT process. 
 
You are encouraged to contact your unit administrator as soon as possible to verify the timing of 
your RPT review is correct based on departmental and college personnel records. If an action is 
required, please work closely with your unit administrator to ensure appropriate documentation is 
included in your file. You are also encouraged to review related sections of the Policy Statement 
to Govern Appointments, Tenure, Promotions, and Related Matters of the Faculty of Oklahoma 
State University, and specifically Sections 1.1.1, 1.2, 1.2.1, 1.4, 1.6, and 1.7. Enclosed is a copy of 
Policy and Procedures 2-0902: Reappointment, Promotion and Tenure for Tenure-Track Faculty. 
 
If our records are in error on this year's RPT report, please work with your unit administrator to 
correct appropriate dates so the database can be updated. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
XXXXX 
Provost and Senior Vice President  
 
 
Enclosure 







21  


Attachment 12 
 
WAIVER OF RIGHT TO INSPECT AND REVIEW CONFIDENTIAL LETTERS OF 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
 
 
 
 
I,  hereby 
 
waive, 
 
do not waive, 
 
and renounce all rights of access, including, but not limited to, those rights established by Title 51 
O.S. 24A.7 (C), to any letter or letters of reference or confidential recommendations to be hereafter 
written on my behalf by all peer reviewers. 
 
This waiver is not operative and becomes null and void if at any time said letter or letters of 
reference or confidential recommendations are used for any purpose other than those which are 
specifically recommended. My specific intention is respectingrelates to anmy application for 
promotion, tenure, and/or reappointment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


(Signature of Waiving Party) (Date) 
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