
Tenure and Promotion Committee Meeting Minutes 

Tuesday, 14 February  2012 

 

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

Pat Briggs, Julie Lipovsky, Katya Skow-Obenaus, Kirstin Steele, Mark M
c
Kinney, Martha 

Hurley, Kathy Grenier, Harry Davakos 

 

Absent:  George Williams, John Murden 

 

The meeting began at 11:04.  Chair Jim Hutchisson reminded us that last time we agreed to begin 

by discussing the nature of the second review.  Kathy distributed copies of her proposal 

concerning the second review, suggesting that language of this nature be added to the section of 

Memorandum 3-7 which concerns a second review by the Faculty Tenure and Promotion 

Committee. 

 

The second review is intended to clarify information that the candidate believes may have been 

misunderstood or overlooked.  The candidate may provide a written statement of clarification to 

the FTPC or may request an interview.  The candidate may also request that other faculty 

members speak or write on his/her behalf. 

 

A lengthy discussion followed which led committee members to recognize the need for 

describing the second review process in other parts of Memorandum 3-7.  For example, we need 

to detail the second review process at the department level and for probationary reappointment.  

Jim deputized Suzanne to put in appropriate language in Memorandum 3-7, and then this 

committee would examine the results.  The goal is to have parallel descriptions at the appropriate 

locations so that we avoid having diverse descriptions of the second review.  As a result “to the 

FTPC” may be deleted from Kathy’s suggestion. 

 

The committee turned its attention to how much material we should require candidates to submit.  

The concern is that wording in Memorandum 3-7 may lead to candidates submitting more 

materials than the FTPC needs to read.  The committee decided to delete item J4g from 

Memorandum 3-7, which requires candidates to submit a PDS from each year of the 

probationary period.  The consensus is that the committee needs to provide guidance to 

candidates while allowing them to decide which materials to include in their portfolios.  After 

some discussion that many candidates wrote narrative summaries of excessive length, Kathy 

made the following motion, which Suzanne seconded. 

 

The first two paragraphs of Section J4c of Memorandum 3-7 are to be replaced by this:  A 

summary no longer than 10 pages concerning the period of review addressing the candidate’s 

work in teaching, scholarship, and service 



 

This motion passed by a vote of 13-0. 

 

Mark raised an issue with item J5c of Memorandum 3-7, which states that a candidate must 

provide copies of peer evaluations/reports of class visits for each semester of the review period.  

Mark noted that not all departments conduct evaluations/reports every semester.  Mark proposed 

and Kathy seconded a motion which strikes “each semester” from this item and replaces it with a 

requirement that candidates submit copies of all peer evaluations/reports of class visits conducted 

during the period of review.  This motion passed 13 – 0. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 12:01.  Our next meeting is at 11:00 on Tuesday, 21 February in the 

second-floor conference room of the library.  We will began by clarifying any questions about 

portfolios of candidates from Modern Language, Physics, Psychology, and Mathematics and 

Computer Science.  Time permitting, we will then discuss questions 6 and 11 of the list of 

questions about the revision of Memorandum 3-7. 

 

Submitted 15 February 2012 

Dave Trautman 

 


