
Tenure and Promotion Committee Information Session Minutes 

Thursday, 27 October 2011 

 

Present: John Zardus, Suzanne Mabrouk, Jim Hutchisson, Harry Davakos, Dave Trautman, 

Katya Skow-Obenaus, Pat Briggs, Julie Lipovsky, George Williams, Martha Hurley, Kirstin 

Steele, Mark M
c
Kinney 

 

Absent:  Kathy Grenier, John Murden, William Sharbrough 

 

Chair Jim Hutchisson began the information session at 11:05.  The first slide stated that General 

Order 4 contains information about the tenure and promotion process, there was an interim 

modification in 2009 which allowed deans’ recommendations to be made earlier in the process, 

and that the Faculty Tenure and Promotion Committee (FTPC) will not conduct interviews with 

candidates and department heads this year.  A process for allowing committee members to 

submit written questions for candidates will be instituted this year. 

 

Jim then showed slides displaying the timeline, which included a flowchart describing the entire 

process.  In October and December the departmental tenure and promotion committees do their 

work.  In December the applicants’ portfolios are forwarded to the deans and the departmental 

ballots and department heads’ recommendations are completed.  In January the deans issue their 

recommendations, candidates submit materials to the FTPC, and the deans verify that portfolios 

are complete and send these to the FTPC evidence room.  In January and February the FTPC 

conducts their reviews of candidates’ portfolios, and in March the FTPC votes and forwards their 

recommendations to the Provost.  Jim pointed out that the FTPC only makes recommendations; 

the Provost (promotions) and the President of the College (tenure) make the decisions. 

 

The next presentation explained the voting process.  Members of the FTPC submit a written 

ballot for each application, the representative from the applicant’s department abstains, and a 

positive recommendation requires the approval of at least 2/3 of the other members. 

 

The chair then showed a slide which concerned the second review, which a candidate may make 

within five working days of the issue of a negative first recommendation.  If the second review is 

positive only this recommendation goes to the Provost; if both reviews are negative then the 

FTPC forwards both to the Provost. 

 

The next slide stated that once the FTPC makes recommendations these are sent to the 

candidates and to the Provost.  The Provost discusses each case with the appropriate dean.  The 

Provost then makes promotion decisions, while the President makes tenure decisions. 

 



Jim then showed a slide which gave information about the appeals process.  The FTPC is not 

involved with appeals; this is work for a standing appeals committee.  Details of appeals may be 

found on page 24 of GO 4. 

 

The final slide concerned portfolios.  The period of review for a promotion case is the time since 

the last personnel decision; the period of review for a tenure case is the probationary period.  Jim 

explained the FTPC prefers electronic submission of materials, and that we are in a transition 

phase in which we are accepting some hard copy but encouraging candidates to submit as much 

material as feasible electronically.  They may do this in a variety of ways (CDs, websites, PDF 

format, etc.).  The chair emphasized that there are three distinct sections of an applications; 

Teaching, Scholarship, and Service.  A candidate should clearly indicate the type of a publication 

since FTPC members outside the candidate’s discipline may be unfamiliar with the publications 

practices within that field. 

 

This ended that slide show presentation; a question and answer period ensued.  In response to a 

question about the narrative summary the chair stated that historically these have varied quite a 

bit in length and detail, from about 8 pages to 25 or so pages.  He also said links to good samples 

of narratives, CD submissions, etc. will be sent out later.  Jim stated that he did not have 

statistical information about the rate of positive responses of the FTPC recommendations, but the 

FTPC does not have any set figure in mind.   

 

A member of the audience asked about including examples of graded papers in a portfolio; Jim 

responded by saying this was left to the judgment of the applicant.  Harry Davakos pointed out 

that due to possible FERPA complications this should not be done; other people felt that omitting 

student names from papers allowed for inclusion.  Joel Berlinghieri expressed concern about the 

deletion of the interview, as he felt this could help a candidate’s case.  Jim explained there was 

some concern about introducing subjectivity into an objective process, that most schools in our 

peer group do not use interviews, and the second review (if needed) can include an interview. 

 

In response to a question from John Moore the chair stated that electronic materials will be 

stored on a backup system.  In response to another question Jim said that for an applicant 

applying for both tenure and promotion that although the two recommendations are made by 

separate votes the candidate submits only one portfolio.  The final discussions involved the 

inclusion of performances from earlier jobs, such as a candidate including publications from 

before the time he or she was hired at The Citadel.  The general idea is that this is acceptable, 

especially with respect to scholarly activity.  Of course, the curriculum vita should include a 

candidate’s compete professional history. 

 

The session ended at 11:57. 

 



Submitted 27 October 2011 

Dave Trautman 


