
Tenure and Promotion Committee Meeting Minutes 

Tuesday, 13 November 2012 

 

Present:  Jim Hutchissson, Josey Templeton, Kathy Grenier, Suzanne Mabrouk, Pat Briggs, Paul 

Rosenblum, Kirstin Steele, William Sharbrough, Catherine Burton, Jack Porter, Dave Trautman, Katya 

Skow, Julie Lipovsky, George Williams, Mark McKinney, John Murden 

 

(The minutes of the first part of the meeting were taken by Josey Templeton.) 

 

Chair Suzanne Mabrouk called the meeting to order at 11:02.  She began by stating some news items.  We 

will have 13 candidates this year.  She anticipates 9 tenure cases, 8 cases of faculty applying for 

promotion to associate professor, and 4 cases of faculty applying for promotion to full professor.   

 

Suzanne mentioned that six probationary applicants are using NetApps for submission of materials at the 

departmental level.  It may be that in the near future all probationary, tenure, and promotion applicants 

will submit materials electronically. 

 

Various administrators have made some changes to memorandum 3-7, and it now sits on General Rosa’s 

desk awaiting his signature.  These changes consist of clarifications of details and include no substantial 

alterations. 

 

(The minutes from this point were taken by Dave Trautman.) 

 

Nine departments need to review their tenure and promotion standards by 9 January 2013.  These 

departments are Biology, Civil and Environmental Engineering, Criminal Justice (as a new department 

they need to write an initial standards document), Education, Electrical Engineering, History, the Library, 

Political Science, and Modern Languages, Literatures, and Cultures. 

 

The Library doesn’t have enough tenured professors to properly fill a departmental committee reviewing 

the application of one of their promotion applicants, Elizabeth Connor.  So this year they are having a full 

professor from outside the department serve on that departmental committee, in addition to the one 

required outside member, also a full professor. 

 

Catherine Burton asked if faculty who have taken mostly administrative roles (e.g., Jack Rhodes, Mark 

Bebensee) vote in departmental tenure and promotion cases.  The representatives from departments with 

such faculty said that yes, these faculty vote just as if they were still regular faculty.  It was pointed out 

that a problem might arise if the faculty member/administrator also had a role in the tenure or promotion 

process in his or her administrative position. 

 

The committee then discussed several questions which Suzanne had distributed several days before the 

meeting.  One asked if we wanted to track which committee members actually accessed the electronic 

submissions of tenure and promotion candidates.  The strong consensus was no, we do not.   

 



The next question concerned the timing of granting access to reviewers of these electronic submissions.  

One concern is that if access is granted before the submission is completed then reviewers may see 

incomplete or incorrect material and draw unwarranted conclusions.  Suzanne stated that access to all 

candidates’ electronic portfolios should be granted on the same day, and that this day should be in 

January, as Memorandum 3-7 calls for submissions to be completed in January.  Committee members 

concurred with this view. 

 

During this discussion we discovered that ITS wants us to compare NetApps to TaskStream and other 

programs.  Jim Hutchisson pointed out that we looked at TaskStream last year when we chose a program, 

and the fact that we chose NetApps indicates we prefer it.  He and others remarked that in any case we 

need to use NetApps for at least one year so we know how well it works before we begin comparing it to 

other programs.  No one expressed any interest in looking at another program right now. 

 

The committee then considered the question of having candidates upload results of departmental votes, 

department head/dean recommendations and so on.  There was some concern that a candidate could alter 

the documents to benefit his or her case.  A strong consensus developed among committee members that 

this would not be a problem.  We need to trust candidates and it would be very easy for someone (such as 

the candidate’s departmental representative) to catch any changes. 

 

The next question concerned how many years of student evaluations we should require candidates to file 

with their tenure or promotion applications.  The committee discussed this question by electronic mail 

before today’s meeting.  The committee decided to require candidates to include student evaluations for 

the past five years or since being hired at The Citadel, whichever period was shorter. 

 

 The final question was brought forward by Julie Lipovsky, who is serving as an outside member on a 

third-year review committee, and wanted to know if it was permissible for a member of the Tenure and 

Promotion Committee to do so.  A strong consensus developed that this is permissible since the Tenure 

and Promotion Committee is not involved in the third-year review process, so there is no danger of a 

person being involved in the process at two different stages. 

 

Suzanne then handed out a proposed set of by-laws which William Sharbrough wrote for the committee.  

Standing faculty committees are now required to have by-laws.  There was brief discussion concerning 

some minor details before the meeting came to an end.  The by-laws discussion will be conducted 

electronically. 

 

This meeting adjourned at 11:50.  The next meeting will be at 11:00 on Tuesday, 15 January 2013 in the 

Achurch room. 

 

Submitted 14 November 2012 

Dave Trautman 


