
Tenure and Promotion Committee Meeting Minutes 

Tuesday, 10 January  2012 

 

Present: William Sharbrough, John Zardus, Suzanne Mabrouk, Jim Hutchisson, Harry Davakos, 

Kathy Grenier, Dave Trautman, Katya Skow-Obenaus, Pat Briggs, Julie Lipovsky, George 

Williams, Kirstin Steele, Martha Hurley 

 

Absent:  Mark M
c
Kinney, John Murden 

 

Chair Jim Hutchisson began the meeting at 11:02.  He mentioned that we have 19 applicants who 

have all of their materials submitted, and we may have one more candidate for promotion submit 

materials.  Later in the meeting the committee decided to have three meetings to discuss the 

portfolios of the candidates.  The meetings will all be held at 11:00 in the library, and they will 

be held on these dates to discuss the candidates from the departments listed.   

 

24 January: BADM, BIOL, HESS 

7 February: CHEM, ELEC, ENGL 

21 February: MACS, MLNG, PHYS, PSYC 

 

The committee will then meet at 11:00 on 6 March in the Achurch room so that members can 

hand in their ballots. 

 

The chair reported that next year we will probably require candidates to use NetApp to submit 

their portfolios.  Of the programs which ITS is willing to support (NetApp, CitLearn, 

TaskStream) this is the easiest to use.  He recommends that we have an information session in 

April or May for the 2012-2013 academic year candidates to let them begin learning how to use 

the program.  We would also have the standard information session next October.  Julie 

Lipovsky stated that some electronic submissions this year are quite good, and we should 

consider using them as examples for future applicants to follow. 

 

The committee discussed the procedure of our work.  The chair brought up the possibility of a 

straw vote so that we do not spend a lot of time discussing a “slam dunk” candidate who will 

easily receive tenure or promotion.  The consensus was that this is a bad idea, as it may 

undermine a member’s objectivity by leading him or her to vote the majority sentiment.  Jim and 

several members made the observation that we are not a deliberative body; we do not discuss 

candidates’ merits at our meetings but rather address questions committee members may have 

about portfolios.  The plan is that committee members will send any questions they have about 

portfolios to the chair or to the listserv and the committee will address these questions at the 

three meetings listed above.  The hope is that “slam dunk” candidates will not generate many 

questions and so we will move quickly to candidates whose portfolios generated more questions. 



The committee began discussion of the questions raised by the subcommittee which modified 

Memorandum 3-7, the document formerly known as G.O. 4.  The first question concerned the 

definition of a “senior” faculty member.  During the discussion it became clear that we should 

address the size of departmental tenure and promotion committees.  The committee decided that 

a departmental tenure/promotion committee should consist of at least 3 departmental members 

plus an outside member.  The term “senior” depends on context.  For an assistant professor going 

for promotion to associate professor “senior” can mean an associate professor, for an associate 

professor going for promotion to professor, “senior” means a professor, unless one is not 

available, in which case “senior” means the associate professor who has spent the longest time in 

that rank.  The committee decided to include language in Memorandum 3-7 which states that 

when a department cannot form a committee which meets the size and/or seniority requirements 

the department head will come up with a plan agreeable to all parties and send that plan to the 

chair of FTPC, who will forward it to the Provost. 

 

The committee will meet at 11:00 on Tuesday, 17 January in the Achurch room to continue 

discussion of the questions concerning the revised Memorandum 3-7. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 12:15. 

 

Submitted 11 January 2012 

 

Dave Trautman 


