
 

 
 
4825 Mount Royal Gate SW, Calgary, Alberta, Canada T3E 6K6 (403) 440-6111 

 
 
April 29, 2009 
 
 
Marc Chikinda, Speaker, General Faculties Council (GFC) 
C/O GFC Executive Committee  
 
Re: 2008-2009 Annual Report for the Appointment, Promotions and Tenure Committee 

(APTC) 
 
Dear Mr. Chikinda,  
Consistent with Article 7.6 of the General Faculties Council By-laws, please accept the 
following as the APTC’s Annual Report. 
 
Since being enacted as a standing sub-committee of GFC in the Fall of 2008, the committee held 
seven regular meetings, attended an all-day retreat in December, visited all Mount Royal Faculty 
Councils, initiated and maintained a dialogue with both negotiating teams and have participated 
in numerous informal meetings with individual faculty members and administration (see 
Appendix A). All our regular meetings were well attended.* 
 
As our list of meetings indicate, our committee’s first order of business was to meet with both 
negotiations teams. In late November APTC invited both teams to discuss how we could work 
together to fulfill our respective mandates. During our rich and honest discussion we found 
common points of interest but we also confirmed that at times our committees may take different 
positions and that this was not necessarily a bad thing.  Subsequent to the meeting the Chairs of 
the three committees met and prepared a set of guiding principles on how we would maintain 
open lines of communication.  
 
The committee began the December retreat by defining a set of guiding principles to inform our 
work as it related to academic rank and institutional promotion criteria. Much of the work for the 
rest of the day was spent discussing the key features of over 60 contracts, policies and 
procedures relating to rank, promotion and tenure from Canada’s universities. (The package, 
prepared for APTC by an independent contractor was made available to all internal stakeholders 
to help inform their own efforts.) Over the Christmas break a working paper was written that 
summarized the work at the retreat and allowed the committee to focus their thoughts, discuss 
options, and refine its views on rank and promotion. The draft paper was extensively revised and 
was then sent to the negotiating teams, senior management and other stakeholders for their 
reflection and comment. We should note that in sending the draft document we were in no way 

                                                 
* The only exception was one of the two student representatives attended only one committee meeting before the 
Chair was informed (on February 24, 2009) that he had resigned from his position with the SAMRC.  



seeking the approval of the other parties – as a standing sub-committee of GFC, APTC is an 
independent body and chose to circulate the advanced copy in the interests of creating a 
constructive dialogue and to further inform its deliberations. The draft document generated a 
great deal of useful feedback that was incorporated into the discussion paper the committee 
released to all Dean’s and Directors on February 23, 2009. This discussion paper provided the 
inspiration behind our visits with all the Faculty Councils between February and April.  
 
These visits were endorsed by both negotiations teams as one way of helping them gather 
information on faculty views regarding rank and promotion. Members of the APTC believe that 
our discussion paper, and our visits to the Faculty Councils, inspired many faculty to engage 
with these issues in an open and transparent manner. A brief summary of the key points of what 
the committee heard at the meetings is attached (see Appendix B). The summary focuses on 
broad institutional points – the committee’s intent is to provide more detailed feedback, and 
possibly recommendations, after this round of negotiations.  
 
Items for APTC to work on for 2009-2010 may include (not intended to be an exhaustive list nor 
is it prioritized): 
 
 Examine the contract as it relates to appointment, promotion and tenure and determine how 

best to move forward on defining institutional criteria for rank and promotion.  
 Develop a strategy for reporting back to the college community on what we heard during the 

Faculty Council meetings. 
 Orientate new committee members in Fall 2009. 
 Work with interested Faculty Councils to help them develop the specific rank and promotion 

criterion in an equitable and transparent manner.  
 
As chair, I would like to conclude by thanking all members of the APTC for their efforts this 
past year. As a new committee we faced many delicate and challenging situations as we 
navigated through some rough terrain. Finally, I would like to thank Dr. Paul Varella for his help 
and support as Vice-Chair.  
 
MOTION: That GFC receive the annual report from APTC.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Bruce Ravelli 
Chair, APTC 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix A: APTC Meeting Schedule* 
 

Date Meeting 
November 6 Regular  
November 27 Negotiations Teams 
December 4 Regular 
December 17 Off-campus Retreat 
January 8 Regular 
February 12 Regular 
February 27 Faculty Council, Bissett 
March 3 Meeting with Counsellors 
March 5 Regular 
March 6 Faculty Council, Library 
March 6 Faculty Council, Health & Community Studies 
March 16 Faculty Council,  Communication Studies 
March 27 Faculty Council, Arts 
March 27 Faculty Council, Science & Technology 
April 1 Faculty Council, Conservatory 
April 2 Regular 
April 3 Faculty Council, Teaching & Learning  
May 7 Regular 

 
* This list does not include numerous informal meetings between committee members, between 
the Chair and Vice-Chair, discussions with the Chairs of the negotiating teams, senior 
administrators or interested faculty members. 



Appendix B: Key Messages from Faculty Council Visits 
 

This is a summary report of the most salient issues raised during our Faculty Council visits.  The 
reader should not be surprised by reading a few inconsistencies or contradictions; there are many 
diverse opinions about the contents of our discussion paper. However, in our opinion, faculty 
concerns appear to focus on four general issues, the equivalence between the two parallel tracks of 
TS and TSS, the conversion of current faculty into a ranking structure (although conversion is not 
under the purview of APTC), the linking of tenure to promotion, and a desire to 
incorporate/recognize scholarship in ways that do not detract from our focus on teaching or our 
positive organizational culture. 
 
The following points follow no specific order, refer to any specific Faculty or reflect the position of 
the APTC. Rather, the following points simply highlight the themes we heard during our visits. 
 
 The need for academic rank and promotion at Mount Royal. There was general support for the 

principle of rank and promotion at Mount Royal. Many colleagues commented that they 
appreciated the potential for a system to recognize individual achievement and performance. 
However, others also feared that rank and promotion may take away from our existing culture of 
mutual support and equality. Everyone agreed that if a rank and promotion system were 
negotiated that the criteria and standards for both must be transparent and reasonable.  

 
 Clarification of the specific roles of the negotiation teams, APTC and conversion. APTC began 

each visit by clarifying that collective bargaining is responsible for implementing academic rank 
at Mount Royal and that APTC would then define their institutional criteria. In general, each 
visit inspired some discussion regarding where existing faculty would be placed in a new 
ranking system. APTC made it very clear that conversion decisions were not in our mandate and 
would be addressed at the bargaining table.   

 
 Length of time between academic ranks. During the meetings some faculty questioned APTC on 

how long it might take someone to move through the ranks. While the committee’s discussion 
paper did offer some broad parameters it is clear that more discussion and consultation needs to 
occur before any formal recommendations are considered. 

 
 The external validity of ranking. There were some comments that highlighted the need for 

Mount Royal to define a ranking and promotion system that while unique to our circumstances 
also needed to be consistent with the standards of other universities and colleges. Ranking and 
promotion were seen by some as professional assets. The majority of those who commented 
suggested that Mount Royal’s rank and promotion system needs to be respected and accepted by 
our peers across the country. 

 
 Academic rank as a necessity for getting external funding. Some faculty highlighted that various 

funding agencies across Canada ask for an applicant’s rank. Therefore, these members requested 
that Mount Royal implement academic rank as soon as possible.  

 
 A call for the preservation of Mount Royal’s positive and supportive organizational culture. 

There was considerable anxiety across the college about how rank and promotion might harm 
our existing positive internal organizational culture. Faculty members cherish their collegial 



environment and call for a ranking structure and promotion processes that do not foster a “cut-
throat” or “publish or perish” mentality. 

 
 The parallel path of TS and TSS work patterns and the primacy of teaching. Faculty members 

voiced their expectation that TS and the TSS work patterns should be seen as equal and not 
create yet another hierarchy. Further, regardless of which work pattern a faculty member 
chooses, all faculty need to be equally good instructors. 

 
 The benefits of a broad definition of scholarship. There is wide support for a broad definition of 

scholarship that is more inclusive than the potentially more restrictive rubric of research. 
Scholarship, as currently envisioned at Mount Royal, should help accommodate and celebrate 
diversity. 

 
 The linking vs. de-linking of tenure with Associate Professor. There was much spirited 

discussion about the merits of both approaches, neither of which appeared to have the majority 
opinion across the college. While this discussion was valuable, APTC members reinforced that 
implementing such a system, at least in the short-term, would fall on the bargaining teams. 

 
 More clarity needed on what constitutes a terminal degree. There was broad discussion on the 

value of granting Faculties, Departments and Disciplines as much flexibility as possible to 
determine the ideal combination of related experience and academic credential for their faculty. 
However, there was also support for minimum thresholds across the institution to ensure 
equality and consistency. 

 
 Concern about rank and promotion for resource intensive disciplines. Some resource intensive 

areas of research (e.g., those that require laboratory space, access to graduate students, etc.) may 
face more challenges undertaking research than other areas. APTC is aware that more discussion 
is needed on how rank and promotion criteria remain fair and equitable across research areas and 
within institutional fiscal realities.  

 
 Ranking for librarians and counsellors. There was wide support from both librarians and 

counsellors that traditional academic ranks (e.g., Assistant, Associate, Full) are consistent with 
the work they do and the scholarship they engage in. 

 
 Need to clarify the role of service in rank and promotion. Some colleagues wanted to see greater 

clarity on what constitutes service when applying for promotion. While there are many 
documents at Mount Royal describing what service is, some felt more precise definitions are 
needed as we move forward.   

 
 Students’ perspectives. At a presentation with the SAMRC, the Student Executives became more 

aware of what rank and promotion mean in the academic community. The students reinforced 
their view that the most important criteria for promotion should be the quality of teaching. At the 
same time, they also acknowledged that scholarly activities help teachers remain current and 
motivated. Students also appreciated being included in the discussions about rank and 
promotion.  


