RECOMMENDATION FOR NEW SABBATICAL COMMITTEE

The Committee on Faculty Affairs (CFA) recommends that a separate committee be formed to review sabbatical applications. This committee should be configured with proportional representation across the schools and should include an ex-officio Provost appointee. Additionally, according to the union contract, one of the committee members may be appointed by the AFT local chapter.
With the new union contract, sabbatical leave has become more affordable. We have already noticed an increase in sabbatical applications, and we expect that trend to continue. In the past, the SOSA (Support of Scholarly Activity) committee has been able to either reject or accept the few sabbatical applications that were submitted; however, the committee now receives more requests than there are slots available.  Evaluation of sabbatical applications will need to be done in such a way that applications can be ranked, a more time-consuming process.

Until now, the SOSA committee has reviewed proposals for both alternative assignments and sabbatical. As both programs have become more competitive, the amount of work and the timing expected for that work has become too cumbersome for one committee. This year, for example, the committee reviewed 85 proposals for alternate assignment and 25 proposals for sabbaticals. The resulting recommendations were due to the Provost by the beginning of the Spring semester.

Further, the SOSA committee, as its name suggests, focuses primarily on faculty’s scholarly and creative output. Sabbaticals have a broader purpose, to include teaching and service-oriented projects. A separate sabbatical committee would be more suited to promote and evaluate the broad range of projects proposed in sabbatical applications.

SABBATICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE GUIDELINES AND PROCESS
Review Criteria


Sabbatical Review Committee members are asked to evaluate each application using the following review criteria:

1) Presentation of the Proposed Sabbatical Project

Applicant sets the proposed project within the appropriate context, including citing appropriate literature and other resources.  Applicant conveys the need for the proposed project, and provides evidence that the methodology, work plan, and time frame are appropriate to the proposed project.

2)
Potential Professional Development Outcomes from the Proposed Sabbatical Project

Importance of the proposed sabbatical project to the applicant’s professional development as an accomplished and engaged teacher-scholar or librarian-scholar (e.g., potential for publishable results, tangible benefits to instruction, tangible contributions to the campus community, etc.).

3)
Qualifications of Applicant

Assessment of the applicant’s 1) potential to complete the proposed sabbatical project, 2) past record as an accomplished and engaged teacher-scholar or librarian-scholar at TCNJ (including outcomes from previous sabbaticals if applicable), and 3) past record of contributions to the TCNJ community (including service to the department, program, school, College, student life, etc.).   

Rating and Scoring of Sabbatical Proposals


Sabbatical Review Committee members will rate and score each sabbatical proposal.  

Proposal Rating

Each Committee member will rate each proposal into one of the four overall rating categories:

· High Priority for Funding

· Fund 

· Low Priority for Funding 

· Don’t Fund 

Proposal Scoring

Each Committee member will score each proposal using a 1-10 scale, where 1 = “highest priority for funding” and 10 = “don’t fund.”  A general numerical guideline is provided below that corresponds with the overall proposal rating categories.  Committee members should remember that they have the full range from 1-10 available for proposal scoring.

1 = Highest Priority for Funding

2

3

4 = Fund

5

6

7 = Low Priority for Funding

8

9

10 = Don’t Fund

Review Process


1) Individual Sabbatical Review Committee members review each proposal using defined criteria and then rate and score each proposal.
2) Ratings and scores are tallied in a spreadsheet, or summary table, and shared with all Committee members (typically done at the Committee meeting).
3) The Sabbatical Review Committee meets to:

a. Review the tallied ratings and scores,

b. Discuss the proposals, which may result in some members changing their ratings and scores, and

c. Re-tally and re-score the summary ratings and scores for each proposal.
4) The Sabbatical Review Committee provides final ratings, scores, and its funding recommendations to the Provost.  
a. There may be instances where the Committee has recommended a proposal for funding, but that proposal falls just below the funding cut-off line because the applicant has requested a full-year sabbatical leave, whereas the proposal would have been above the funding cut-off line if it were a one-semester request.  For that occasional circumstance, the Committee Chair and Provost should contact the applicant to inquire whether that applicant would accept a one-semester sabbatical in lieu of the originally requested full-year leave.  This approach should be used judiciously, and only for proposals just below the funding cut-off line; the Committee should not routinely suggest reducing the length of sabbatical requests in order to expand the number of funded proposals.
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