
Tenure and Promotion Committee Meeting Minutes 

Tuesday, 31 January  2012 

 

Present: Jim Hutchisson, William Sharbrough, John Zardus, Suzanne Mabrouk, Dave Trautman, 

Katya Skow-Obenaus, Pat Briggs, Julie Lipovsky, George Williams, Kirstin Steele, Mark 

McKinney, John Murden 

 

Absent:  Kathy Grenier, Harry Davakos, Martha Hurley 

 

Chair Jim Hutchisson began the meeting at 11:05 by turning our attention to Questions 9 and 10, 

which had been the topics under discussion when the meeting of 24 January ended.  These 

questions concern who receives ballots of the FTPC members when they make a 

recommendation, and similarly who receives ballots when a dean makes a recommendation.  

Julie Lipovsky made the following motion, which William Sharbrough seconded. 

 

The candidate and the Provost are the only ones who receive the ballots. 

 

The discussion concerned issues of privacy (the judgment is only about the candidate, and so he 

or she is the only one, other than the Provost, who needs to see the ballots) and of exposing 

improper behavior, such as an FTPC member imposing his own standards on a department.  The 

motion passed by a vote of 11 for, 1 against. 

 

Jim then moved to Questions 12, 13, and 14.  The first of these asks whether it is necessary for a 

candidate to ask for a second review prior to asking for an appeal.  Much of the discussion 

centered on the fact that these concern separate topics.  A second review is the case of FTPC re-

examining the application of a candidate; an appeal is a petition to a different body, and concerns 

how well stated procedures were followed.  Although some sentiment arose for making the 

second review a prerequisite for an appeal the consensus was these are independent events and 

one should not depend on the other.  This consensus carried the day as the following motion, 

made by Jim Hutchisson and seconded by John Murden, passed by a 12 to 0 vote. 

 

A second review is not required to file an appeal of a tenure or promotion decision. 

 

The committee quickly agreed that only the candidate can request a second review; this answered 

Question 13.   

 

The committee discussed the amount of time a candidate should have in order to request a 

second review or appeal.  Jim made the following motion, which Katya Skow-Obenaus second 

and which the committee passed by a vote of 11 for and 1 against. 

 



A candidate has 5 working days to request a second review or appeal. 

 

During discussion of Question 14 a new question arose, concerning the time frame of the second 

review process.  Committee members appeared to be split between those who favor no set time 

period and those who favor setting a specific time period (with an “if possible” type of 

provision).  The committee did not answer this new question, and will discuss it at a future 

meeting. 

 

The committee will meet on Tuesday, 7 February in the library to ask questions (if any) about the 

portfolios of candidates from the Departments of Chemistry, English, and Electrical Engineering.  

If time permits we will continue the discussion of questions related to the revision of G.O. 4. 

 

This meeting adjourned at 12:13. 

 

Submitted 1 February 2012 

Dave Trautman 

 

 


