Evaluation of Applications for SOSA or Sabbatical from SOSA/Sabbatical Committee Members
4/9/10

Background to the Charge:

Over the years, the Committee on the Support of Scholarly Activity (SOSA) has developed a procedure for reviewing applications submitted by its members. This procedure, which has not been codified, uses an ad hoc committee made up of former members. Recently, the need for a transparent and formally recognized process came to the attention of the Steering Committee when a member of the Sabbatical Committee applied for a sabbatical. The process used by SOSA was not applicable since the Sabbatical Committee is too new to have a body of former members to draw upon to form an ad hoc committee, and so, as a temporary measure, the member who was applying was replaced.  

Charge from the Steering Committee to CFA:

Therefore, CFA, the committee to which both SOSA and the Sabbatical Committee reports, is asked to develop procedures to be used when a member of either committee submits an application to his or her committee. CFA may decide to set a single process for both committees or develop a separate process for each committee. The resulting processes will be available to the campus community through the governance website and other appropriate locations. 

In developing its recommendations, CFA is asked to consult with representatives of the two committees as well as other appropriate stakeholders.  
Preliminary Recommendation of CFA:

SOSA and Sabbatical committees currently lack a formal mechanism for considering applications from their own committee members.  Traditionally, an ad hoc committee composed of former SOSA committee members has evaluated applications of current SOSA members. The ad hoc committee meets to consider the applications before submitting their final scores. The Sabbatical committee was only recently formed and so there is no precedent for evaluating the applications of its own members. Although it is beyond the current charge, CFA noted that MUSE, the summer faculty-student collaborative program, also lacks a formal mechanism for considering applications from its members. This year, applications for MUSE from MUSE committee members were evaluated by an ad hoc group of TCNJ faculty members. These faculty members performed their evaluations using the same detailed rubric used by the MUSE committee, but they made their evaluations independently, that is, without meeting as a group.

CFA considered the question of how all these applications could be handled fairly and efficiently. These three committees, SOSA, Sabbatical, and MUSE, are similar in that they are all responsible for evaluating and numerically rating the applications of faculty members for a limited number of TCNJ funded "grants."  There is some anecdotal evidence that the grant application process has become more competitive in recent years.  With the college's commitment to hiring and developing teacher-scholars of the highest caliber and the current fiscal climate, CFA foresees greater competition for these grants in the years ahead.

CFA recommends that the SOSA, Sabbatical, and MUSE committees adopt the following system by which to evaluate the applications of their own committee members: Applications from committee members are considered after the review of all other applications, and thus after the committee has calibrated its rating system. When a committee member’s application is discussed by the committee, that committee member is excused from the meeting until the discussion has concluded. The scores assigned by individual committee members to the applications of fellow committee members are kept confidential.

The major advantage that we see over the current system is that the same standards will be applied to all applications, including those of committee members. Our fundamental assumption is that even in the presence of explicit evaluation criteria, no two committees composed of different human beings will arrive at exactly the same scores for a set of applications. Therefore, the closest we can get to a completely equitable system of scoring is for all applications to be scored by the same committee. Furthermore, an ad hoc committee, even one composed of experienced reviewers, will not have the common reference point of the current year's set of applications and will, therefore, be to some degree "uncalibrated".

Additionally, the proposed system has the advantage of being more efficient, because it is not necessary to form an ad hoc committee, organize a separate meeting, or collect and collate scores from two separate committees.

For the Sabbatical committee, we also recommend that faculty members who anticipate applying for sabbatical in the upcoming 2 years be discouraged from volunteering for the committee. However, in cases where a Sabbatical committee member decides to apply for sabbatical, for example during the member's third year on the committee, we recommend the procedure outline above be followed.

