
Tenure and Promotion Committee Meeting Minutes 

Tuesday, 21 February 2012 

 

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

Pat Briggs, Julie Lipovsky, Katya Skow-Obenaus, Kirstin Steele, Kathy Grenier, Harry Davakos, 

George Williams 

 

Absent:  John Murden, Mark M
c
Kinney, Martha Hurley 

 

Chair Jim Hutchisson called the meeting to order at 11:04.  He stated that he has been 

experimenting with NetApp, and so far he has not found any serious problems with it. 

 

No minutes will be given of the next part of the meeting, during which time committee members 

asked for clarification of any issues with the portfolios of candidates from MACS, MLNG, and 

PHYS. 

 

At 11:32 we resumed discussion of the revision of G.O. 4.  We all agreed with Jim that the 

revised version should include the phrase “with sensitive information redacted” in the statement 

concerning the inclusion of the hire letter in a candidate’s portfolio. 

 

We then turned our attention to number 6 on the list of unanswered questions about the revision.  

This concerns what happens when the department/school head disagrees with the 

recommendation of the department/school tenure and promotion committee recommendation.  

William Sharbrough made this motion, seconded by Julie Lipovsky.  (Please note that the phrase 

beginning with “in addition to” was suggested by Kathy Grenier.) 

 

When the department/school committee and department/school head do not agree, the 

department/school committee will select someone to write a recommendation, in addition to the 

recommendation written by the department/school head. 

 

The motion passed by a vote of 12 – 0. 

 

The committee then decided not to include a statement about whether or not a department/school 

head may chair the department/school tenure and promotion committee.  We also decided not to 

require department/school committee members sign their ballots. 

 

We then considered the question11, which concerns tenure upon appointment.  After some 

discussion Julie made the following motion, which Harry Davakos seconded, and which 

developed from a suggestion made by Kathy. 

 



For any search where tenure upon appointment is likely to be considered, the finalists’ materials 

will be forwarded in a timely fashion to the Faculty Tenure and Promotion Committee for review 

and recommendation. 

 

The general consensus was that it is best if a standing committee considers tenure upon 

appointment cases, rather than an ad hoc committee, and that this move will allow FTPC to make 

a recommendation 

 

The motion passed 12 – 0. 

 

Suzanne handed out a proposed timeline for tenure and promotion actions during the academic 

year.  She constructed this timeline in an effort to see if our proposed revisions (for example, 

allowing 5 business days for a candidate to file for a second review) would allow enough time 

for all decisions to be rendered. 

 

We then discussed when we could get the updated revised document.  The key issue is that we 

need to get this to Faculty Council in time for their 20 March meeting.  Suzanne said she could 

get the document to us by Tuesday, 28 February.  This committee will try to conduct discussion 

of the updated revised version electronically, and have a meeting only if necessary. 

 

Our next definite meeting is on Tuesday, 6 March in the conference room on the second floor of 

the library.  We will cast our ballots for tenure and promotion cases at that meeting. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 12:17. 

 

Submitted 21 February 2012 

Dave Trautman 

 


