AGEP PROMISE Academy Alliance (APAA)
Year 2 Evaluation Report

FINAL

July 16, 2020
Author

Jennifer Flynn, Ph.D.

Submitted by:

Westat
An Employee-Owned Research Corporation®
1600 Research Boulevard
Rockville, Maryland 20850-3129
(301) 251-1500

Table of Contents
Acknowledgments

v

Introduction

1

Methods

5

Findings

7
1.

Development: To what extent did participating campuses develop a
state-level APAA model to increase the number of historically
underrepresented minority tenure-track biomedical faculty?

7

Description of APAA Model
Influential Factors

7
9

a)

b)

2.

10
11

Evaluator’s Assessment

16

Implementation: To what extent did participating campuses implement
activities aligned with the state-level APAA model?

16

Influential Factors

16

a)
b)
c)

3.

What factors facilitated the development of the state-level
APAA model (e.g., shared vision, partnership, leadership, and
communication)?
What factors hindered the development of the state-level
model?

What types of coordination and support did APAA leaders
provide?
What policies, practices, and other factors facilitated the
implementation of aligned activities on each campus?
What policies, practices, and other factors hindered the
implementation of aligned activities on each campus?

16
18
19

Evaluator’s Assessment

26

Self-Study/Evaluation: In what ways is the APAA team using feedback
from the internal and external evaluations to make needed changes to
the state-level model?

27

Influential Factors

27

APAA: Year 2 Evaluation Report

iii

a/b)
4.

What factors facilitated or hindered making needed changes
to the model?

27

Dissemination: To what extent did the APAA team disseminate lessons
learned and findings relevant for replicating and expanding use of their
state-level model?

29

Influential Factors

29

a/b)

What factors facilitated or hindered dissemination of the
APAA state-level model?

29

Recommendations and Conclusions

29

Recommendations

29

Development
Implementation
Self-study
Dissemination

30
30
32
32

Conclusion

33

Appendix
A.
B.

The Relationship of the External and Internal Evaluations for
APAA
The Organization Chart Developed by the APAA team (as of
November 2019)

34
35

Table
1.
2.

Examples of hindrances faced by APAA, by model pathway
Events offered by APAA and the number of attendees completing
pre- and post-surveys, 2019–March 2020

15

External Evaluation questions
Logic model for External Evaluation of the State-Level AGEP
PROMISE Academy Alliance (APAA)
Data sources for external evaluation, by year
The APAA revised model
Snapshot of APAA hiring and professional development activities,
Oct 2018-March 2020

3

28

Figure
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

APAA: Year 2 Evaluation Report

4
5
8
17

iv

Acknowledgments
We would like to thank the AGEP PROMISE Academy Alliance (APAA) team for their help and
support related to this evaluation. Their participation in focus groups and willingness to candidly
share their journey as a team has made this report possible. We would also like to thank
Ms. Holly Bozeman for conducting the focus groups, as well as Dr. Jill Feldman, Dr. Joy Frechtling,
and Ms. Holly Bozeman for providing feedback on previous versions of this draft.

APAA: Year 2 Evaluation Report

v

Introduction
This project was funded by the National Science Foundation’s (NSF’s) Alliances for Graduate
Education and Professoriate (AGEP) program. The goal of NSF’s AGEP program is to increase the
number of historically underrepresented minority faculty, specifically in science, technology,
engineering, and math (STEM) disciplines as well as STEM education research fields, by advancing
knowledge about pathways to career success. To that end, AGEP projects develop, implement, selfstudy, evaluate, and disseminate (DIS-ED) new models of doctoral education, postdoctoral training,
and faculty advancement for underrepresented minorities (URMs) in specific STEM disciplines and
STEM education research fields. AGEP also advances knowledge about the underlying issues,
policies, and practices impacting the participation, transitions, and advancement of URMs in the
STEM academy.
Funded from October 2018 to September 2023 by the NSF AGEP program, the AGEP PROMISE
Academy Alliance (APAA) seeks to develop, implement, self-study, evaluate, and disseminate (DISED) a state-level AGEP Alliance model to increase the number of historically URM tenure-track
faculty in the biomedical sciences. In November 2018, the five participating Maryland universities
met to kick off the project. The University of Maryland, Baltimore County (UMBC) led the effort,
partnering with Towson University; Salisbury University; the University of Maryland, Baltimore;
and the University of Maryland, College Park. Although all members of the University System of
Maryland (USM), the participating universities varied widely in their focus, from an R1 institution
(e.g., UMD College Park) to a comprehensive institution with a teaching focus (e.g., Salisbury).
This year 2 evaluation report covers the period from November 2018 through March 2020
(e.g., year 1 and nearly half of year 2) and contains Westat’s external evaluation of APAA. During
this period, several key events occurred.1 First, the original project director resigned for a new
position in March 2019. The internal evaluator served as interim project director until the new
project director began in November 2019, seven months later. In total, the APAA project had three
project directors in 2019: Dr. Renetta Tull (beginning to March 2019), Dr. Wendy Carter-Veale
(March 2019 to November 2019), and Dr. Robin Cresiski (November 2019 to present). Secondly,
the project participated in a reverse site visit at NSF in March 2019 to evaluate progress to date.
The NSF Reverse Site Visit panel applauded the project for their strong institutional support, the
rich diversity of institutional partners, and the high potential for the model to be disseminated and
1

Another key event took place after data collection for this evaluation report: namely, the COVID-19 pandemic in spring
2020. The participating APAA institutions closed their physical campuses and shifted to online work as of March 2020.
The effects of the pandemic are ongoing as of this report and will be included in the Year 3 evaluation report.
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replicated. However, the NSF Reverse Site Visit team criticized the APAA for not having a clear
understanding of their project’s goal, not meeting frequently enough, and not having a schematic of
the model, amongst other concerns. After the Reverse Site Visit, the project regrouped and took
action on several of the Reverse Site Visit panel’s critiques (see below).
External evaluation goals. In October 2019, the APAA contracted with Westat to conduct a fouryear external evaluation of their program.2 Through this external evaluation, Westat will examine:



The extent to which participating institutions developed a scalable state-wide model to
increase the diversity of biomedical faculty,



Factors influencing the availability of project-level supports and campus-level
implementation of activities aligned with the model,



What the team learned and applied to its state-wide model from the internal and external
evaluations3 that would be important for others to know, and



Effective ways of disseminating relevant information to support replicating scalable
sustainable system-level change.

Figure 1 presents the evaluation questions guiding the external evaluation. Each evaluation
question aligns with a step in the DIS-ED structure guiding AGEP projects. The DIS-ED structure
also corresponds to our evaluation logic model (Figure 2), where each DIS-ED step is described
separately.

2

Prior to October 2019, Westat was able to attend project events through short-term agreements with APAA, including
the 2018 kick-off meeting, the NSF Reverse Site Visit, and the all-day APAA 2019 retreat.

3

For the APAA project, both an internal and an external evaluator evaluate this project. To see how the two roles are
defined, please see Appendix A. This report covers the external evaluation only; the internal evaluation serves as a
source for this report.
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Figure 1.

External Evaluation questions

1. Development: To what extent did participating campuses develop a state-level APAA model to
increase the number of historically underrepresented minority (URM) tenure-track (TT)
biomedical faculty?
a. What factors facilitated the development of the state-level APAA model (e.g., shared
vision, partnership, leadership, and communication)?
b. What factors hindered development of the state-level model?
2. Implementation: To what extent did participating campuses implement activities aligned with
the state-level APAA model?
a. What types of coordination and support did APAA leaders provide?
b. What policies and practices facilitated or hindered implementation of aligned activities
on each campus?
c. What other factors facilitated or hindered implementation of aligned activities on each
campus?
3. Self-Study/Evaluation: In what ways is the APAA team using feedback from the internal and
external evaluations to make needed changes to the state-level model?
a. What factors facilitated making needed changes to the model?
b. What factors hindered making needed changes to the model?
4. Dissemination: To what extent did the APAA team disseminate lessons learned and findings
relevant for replicating and expanding use of their state-level model?
a. What factors facilitated dissemination of the APAA state-level model?
b. What factors hindered dissemination of the APAA state-level model?
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Figure 2.

Logic model for External Evaluation of the State-Level AGEP PROMISE Academy Alliance (APAA)

Goal: To develop, implement, self-study, evaluate, and disseminate a state-level AGEP Alliance model to increase the number of historically underrepresented minority (URM)
tenure-track (TT) faculty in the biomedical sciences.
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Methods
Given that the AGEP PROMISE Academy Alliance (APAA) is at the beginning stages of developing
and testing a new model, this evaluation employs a qualitative, formative approach over five years.
During this time, the external evaluation team will analyze a variety of sources as detailed below
(Figure 3).
Figure 3.

Data sources for external evaluation, by year
External evaluation activities

Year 1

Year 2

Online stakeholder focus groups
Project director and internal evaluator
(e.g., UMBC team)
Campus leadership teams
Activity facilitators
Faculty mentors
APAA Fellows and other participating postdocs
Document review
Meeting notes, agendas, and logs
X
Artifacts from supports for Fellows
X
APAA presentations and publications
X
Internal Evaluation Reports

Year 3

Year 4

Year 5

X

X

X

X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

NOTE: UMBC = University of Maryland, Baltimore County; Post-docs = postdoctoral scholars.

For this year 2 external evaluation report, we examined the following data sources:



Transcripts from two focus groups in March 2020 with the University of Maryland, Baltimore
County (UMBC) team (e.g., the Project Director, internal evaluator) and with the rest of the
APAA leadership team.



Notes and observations from the external evaluator’s attendance at five APAA meetings:
1. The APAA kick-off meeting on November 27, 2018;
2. The National Science Foundation (NSF) Reverse Site Visit on March 7, 2019;
3. NSF’s AGEP National Research Meeting on May 19-21, 2019, attended by APAA;
4. The all-day APAA project retreat on June 21, 2019; and
5. APAA’s External Advisory Board meeting on November 20, 2019.



A variety of project documents provided by the internal evaluator (e.g., the External Advisory
Board report, the project’s response to the NSF Reverse Site Visit feedback, APAA’s 2019
annual report, the internal evaluator’s data on project events, etc.);
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The original proposal, abstract, and subsequent revisions;



Agendas and notes from 39 APAA leadership team calls provided by the internal evaluator;
and



The APAA project website.

Below, we list the findings for each evaluation question. Under each evaluation question, we first
summarize the perspective of the project team and then provide a summary of the evaluator’s
perspective. In addition to providing feedback to the project team, our goal has also been to identify
facilitators and hindrances useful for others implementing similar approaches. When this model is
disseminated to other systems and states, communicating about the facilitators and hindrances
below may be helpful to include alongside the specifics of the model.
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Findings
1.

Development: To what extent did participating
campuses develop a state-level APAA model to increase
the number of historically underrepresented minority
tenure-track biomedical faculty?

The project refined the initial state-level AGEP PROMISE Academy Alliance (APAA) model, putting
in place several elements of infrastructure needed to clarify organization and operations. Following
the advice the National Science Foundation (NSF) provided during the reverse site visit, the APAA
team created an organizational chart, hired a new project director, met more frequently as a team,
and held an all-day retreat to refine the model. As stated by APAA, the purposes of the all-day
retreat (held June 21, 2019) were for:
“1. Everyone to understand the project;
2. People from different institutions to get to know each other and begin to operate together
as a system (University System of Maryland [USM]); and
3. Develop a system-wide MODEL for recruitment and conversion of postdocs (for
increasing faculty diversity).”
Please see the facilitators section below for more details around the retreat process, which included
an external facilitator and a graphic note-taker. The retreat served a pivotal role in the APAA model
development process. During the retreat, the APAA team discussed various possibilities for the
model and obtained consensus from partner institutions. After the retreat, the APAA leadership
team collaborated to create a schematic of the revised model (Figure 4, below), which they then
disseminated to the participating institutions. They also created an organizational chart as
requested by the NSF Reverse Site Visit team (see Appendix B).

Description of APAA Model
The APAA model seeks to transform the hiring practices and career success of tenure track
historically underrepresented minority (URM) faculty in biomedical sciences. To this end, the APAA
model focuses on underrepresented postdoctoral researchers (postdocs; Figure 4). As context,
postdoctoral models with similar goals have been implemented in other locations, such as the
University of California President’s Postdoctoral Fellowship Program, Vanderbilt’s Academic
Pathways AGEP program, or the Texas A&M University System AGEP Alliance Model.
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Figure 4.

The APAA revised model

In the APAA system model, participating institutions do the following tasks:
1. Recruit postdoctoral scholars (APAA Fellows) and place them into short-term fellowships
(e.g., 2 years) in biomedical sciences;
2. Onboard Fellows into either a “pre-determined” or a “not-pre-determined” role:
a. Pre-determined Fellows will be guaranteed a tenure-track faculty position at the end of
the fellowship, assuming satisfactory performance; 4
b. Not-pre-determined Fellows will not be guaranteed such a position, but efforts will be
made to connect them with open faculty positions within the USM;
3. Provide professional development and mentoring to APAA Fellows;
4. Convert the Fellow into a tenure-track position either at their home institution or at
another USM institution;
5. Enter the APAA Fellow as a tenure-track faculty position at a USM institution.
Before reaching this consensus, the onboarding pathways remained an area of contention. In the
original APAA model outlined in the proposal, the pre-determined pathway was the dominant
4 Throughout this report, wherever we state “guaranteed a tenure-track position” or “convert to tenure-track position,”
we mean that Fellows would have the opportunity to convert provided their satisfactory performance, approval of the
faculty, and/or any other terms set by the institution.
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focus. However, as described below, not all institutions would commit to a pre-determined pathway
where a Fellow would be guaranteed conversion to a tenure-track position after completing the
fellowship. Some institutions thought that by guaranteeing the position, the candidate gained
helpful certainty. Other institutions were unconvinced that locking in the candidate or the
institution was beneficial. At the all-day retreat, the group decided on the two-path model. In this
modified model, participating campuses could decide whether a Fellow would have an opportunity
to convert to a tenure-track faculty position at the end of the fellowship (e.g., a “pre-determined”
path) or whether a Fellow would not have a guaranteed opportunity to convert to a faculty position
(e.g., a “not-pre-determined” path) yet would still be able to participate in APAA professional
development. In the latter case, the project would attempt to place the Fellow in a position at a
different USM university after the end of the postdoc. Similarly, pre-determined Fellows who
choose not to stay in their original department could receive help finding a position in the USM
system.
As 2019 progressed, the campuses continued to discuss this model. Over time, two campuses
committed to a pre-determined pathway and two committed to a non-pre-determined pathway.5
For this reason, not every APAA Fellow will be in a pre-determined position (e.g., as of March 2020,
one Fellow is pre-determined, and the other is not).
In November 2019, the External Advisory Board (EAB) encouraged the APAA team to pick one
pathway (e.g., the pre-determined path). However, the APAA team responded that not every
department would participate without this built-in flexibility (see hindrances section below).

Influential Factors
As the APAA team navigated the model development process above, they encountered many
successes and challenges important to document. According to the APAA team, as of March 2020,
examples of the facilitators and hindrances to model development include the following. This
section first summarizes the factors from the team’s perspective, then provides the evaluator’s
assessment.

5

Currently, four of the five APAA institutions agreed to hire APAA Fellows and offer professional development. A fifth
institution (Towson) is participating but providing professional development to Fellows only.
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a)

What factors facilitated the development of the state-level APAA model
(e.g., shared vision, partnership, leadership, and communication)?

The team reported that frequent team meetings developed a sense of community and group
cohesion. As one participant stated:
…this leadership team meeting that we've had basically every two weeks, I
think that's really enhanced our collaboration together and our understanding
of what each campus is able to offer.
Another team member added that because of the frequent meetings:
People are invested in the goals of the project and see the benefit of working
together for it to be successful.
In-person meetings seemed particularly helpful for model development, in particular the all-day
retreat. As one team member advised, other similar projects should:
Meet early and often. I think the in-person meetings a couple of times a year
make a difference.
Developing community within the APAA team and the use of inclusive strategies across
diverse campus teams facilitated model development. For example, the APAA team described
how they built community at the all-day retreat by leveling the playing field among institutions and
individuals with various levels of power. Strategies included intentionally intermixing
representatives from different institutions at the same table to spark discussions representing
more diverse institutional perspectives. Also, the retreat nametags displayed only individuals’ first
names and no titles to disrupt any power dynamics that might inhibit discussion. As one participant
stated:
Part of the retreat was… recognizing that the communication has to be
inclusive and recognizing the power dynamics. I think the lack of [titles on]
nametags and all of that requires we recognize that there are differences, but
everyone’s input matters.
The retreat was highly structured, with separate tables for brainstorming around pre-determined
and non-pre-determined paths for APAA Fellows. As one participant stated:
…at the meeting we created journey maps. We had groups that were broken in
two doing the journey for those who were on what we call the pre-determined
pathway where the position that they got came with conversion at the home
institution and then another journey map for those that were on notdetermined path.
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Having an external facilitator at the retreat helped the team concentrate on the model development,
rather than the model logistics. As one participant stated:
…a really big strength [to the model development] was the fact that there was
an outside facilitator. So it wasn't our group trying to facilitate ourselves to do
our agenda. It was the fact that we had hired someone to come in and do this
and guide us so we could really dedicate ourselves to the work, as opposed to
the management.
The APAA team also felt that developing a visual representation of the model facilitated
communication in the group. As mentioned above, the NSF Reverse Site Visit panel recommended
that the project develop a schematic diagram of the model, and the APAA team felt that this
visualization proved helpful. During the all-day meeting, a graphic artist drew the model as the
discussion developed during the day. After the meeting, the drawings were transformed into a
model schematic. One participant stated that this schematic helped build a unified vision of the
project:
…it's important to come up with a schematic [for the model] because without it
everybody is just imagining, and they might be imagining different things, and
so I think that [schematic] is really important.
Learning from other institutions facilitated the model development process. The NSF Reverse
Site Visit panel encouraged APAA to learn from other programs around the country. As a result,
APAA created an informative research brief describing other similar postdoctoral programs
nationally; to inform the model, learnings from this brief were discussed during the all-day meeting.
Also, the 2019 AGEP National Research Meeting provided the interim project director and the
leadership team with opportunities to actively network with other AGEP project directors and
identify areas of overlap and common learnings.

b)

What factors hindered the development of the state-level model?6

The team reported some resistance to APAA’s new approach to hiring postdocs. Traditionally,
postdocs are hired by individual faculty with funding for positions coming from faculty grants and
may not involve a national search, public recruitment, or announcement of post-doc opportunities.
Instead, potential postdocs may rely on professional and personal networking relationships to
learn about such positions. As described above, the APAA model differs from this traditional
approach, making this new APAA model a challenge for some departments. Instead of being hired
by individual faculty to meet their project’s needs, the pre-determined APAA Fellows are hired
6

This section describes the team’s perspective on the hindrances they encountered. Not all hindrances apply to all
institutions or pathways of the model (see Table 1 below).
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through a national search and/or by committee. The rigor of this job search can be much higher,
particularly when hiring a pre-determined Fellow who will convert into a tenure-track faculty
position. In some departments, these changes proved a tough sell, as one APAA team member
stated:
The faculty at some of the other universities just didn’t buy into that as a
concept.
The team also reported some resistance to the idea that a postdoc would convert to faculty
within the same department. Traditionally, postdocs leave for a faculty position at another
institution after the end of their postdoc assignment. In contrast, APAA’s pre-determined model
would hire a postdoc and convert him/her/them to a faculty position within the same department.
However, APAA team members pointed out that some departments are reluctant to hire a postdoc
as faculty, especially if they duplicate other faculty members’ work. As one team member put it:
…there's just a general understanding that a postdoc will not come to live
within the department that hired them. Because by definition if you're bringing
somebody in to help with your research project and to work on a particular
piece of research, they probably have a very similar specialization issue, and if
that's the case, they don't need another one of those people at that institution.
There's already somebody who does that, right? …So, that's a major challenge
to this entire thing that we're trying to accomplish.
Another team member agreed:
…[there] is a tradition that you train your doctoral students and postdocs for
them to go elsewhere [to other institutions] to spread what they learned from
you. And so trying to figure out a way to have a conversion [to faculty] at your
home institution really requires bringing in a postdoc as a beginning researcher
on their own…
As alluded to previously, another challenge when converting postdocs into faculty is that the
postdoc needs to be seen as a peer of faculty in the department to be successful. For example, to
obtain tenure, other faculty members need to see the candidate as an independent researcher with
his/her own research area. As one team member stated:
…in order to be an effective faculty member, you have to be seen as a peer…
[postdocs] already have a relationship with the rest of the faculty that is
different...There’s always a fear that, if you were a Ph.D. student or a postdoc
under a powerful faculty member, either you will have difficulty establishing
your independence or people would never fully accept that you are
independent and always think that it must be coming from the influence of the
powerful faculty. So that is a philosophical barrier.
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Some departments and some campuses were able to overcome the issues above. For
example, some campuses provided Fellows with joint titles (e.g., postdoc AND visiting assistant
professor) to increase the chances that they would be respected as independent researchers.
Another way to overcome the above issues might be to match a not-pre-determined Fellows with
a faculty job in another department or elsewhere in the USM.
The transfer process across institutions could require extensive coordination. As part of the
revised model, the project included a process where an APAA Fellow at one institution could be
hired as a tenure track faculty member by another APAA institution (or USM institution) after
completing the postdoc assignment (e.g., the “not-pre-determined path”). However, a few obstacles
have been encountered thus far.
The advantage of this cross-institution process is that it avoids the above issues (e.g., departments’
being reluctant to hire postdocs as faculty within their department). Instead, the Fellow can be
hired by another USM institution at the end of the fellowship. The disadvantage of this approach is
the extensive coordination required. For example, the APAA might need to identify faculty positions
that would be open in several years at institutions across USM. They also might need to identify a
match between the Fellows’ research interests across two departments: both the initial department
for the Fellow, as well as the department for their eventual faculty position. The APAA might also
have to help departments navigate institutional or system hiring processes and expectations such
as waiving national searches for new faculty members at the receiving universities.
As of March 2020, the APAA team stated that they did not yet have a clear plan to help Fellows
obtain positions on other USM campuses after their fellowship is complete. One team member said:
If the idea is that we're going to have a postdoc or an APAA fellow at a campus
and then transition to a different campus, figuring out how do we select that
campus, where does the line and the money come from at that campus, what
[does] the unit faculty have in that hiring, did they hire when they joined as a
fellow or like how does that all work is very difficult.
In addition, although the role of the USM at the system level in supporting this cross-campus
collaboration was acknowledged as important, USM’s role was not yet worked out. The Director
had a conversation with a representative from the USM about this issue in February 2020 and plans
to follow up. As one team member stated:
If the intent, for example, is to be able to transfer our participants and fellows
in this program from one university to another, there needs to be some
approach that allows for that. I mean, that's just one example where we're
going to need to have some guidance from the system [USM] in that.
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In addition, the team reported that no funding from USM was currently available. To be clear,
guarantees of USM funding were not part of the original proposal. That said, the project is in
conversations with USM about its policies and how it might be able to contribute to the project
going forward. However, this is a long-term process as one team member stated:
I really think that the University System of Maryland is going to be an integral
part of our being able to call us a success…[but] trying to establish
relationships, get on committees, that kind of work, those things take a lot of
time if you are going to change things at the systems office level…if we want
funding for this [APAA project], that might be a legislative request. I mean
those things take time…
Another APAA team member stated:
…in my opinion, we have not yet gained the right level of commitment at the
system [USM] level. So if … it's the University System of Maryland's goal to
further diversify the faculty (which we know that it is), they would…assign, let's
say, five or six lines [e.g., available faculty positions] with funding. If …you're
able to identify someone who would be appropriate for diversifying the faculty,
you can apply for and achieve one of those lines [across the system].
This funding issue was a particular concern because of the costliness of biomedical
faculty hires. As on team member stated:
Especially in the biomedical sciences, you could be looking at start-up
packages. I mean, some of these folks get like a million bucks in start-up
packages. This is not a cheap hire to make.
A lack of funding for faculty lines means that participating APAA institutions must find the money
for these positions themselves, often by waiting for an upcoming faculty retirement. In contrast,
some similar postdoctoral projects in other states provide financial incentives to participating
institutions and departments. For example, according to APAA’s literature review, “the University of
California System offers a centralized, institutional subsidy for universities that convert postdocs
into internal faculty roles. The hiring incentive comes from the UC System and goes to UC
institutions who hire current and former President’s and Chancellor’s Postdoctoral Fellows.
Campuses receive an $85,000 faculty salary subsidy per year for five years.” Along these lines, one
team member commented:
…that's the model [they] have in California. So the decision to accept a postdoc
to convert on your campus is not primarily driven by having an available line
[e.g., funding for faculty position] at that time. They give a couple years of
funding so that you can ease into when a line would organically be available.
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Relying on faculty departures may limit the subject-area of hired Fellows. For APAA, one
creative way to circumvent the lack of funding for these positions might be to wait for faculty
retirements or other departures to free up funding for tenure-track positions. 7 However, this
departures-based approach limits the subject matter areas of Fellows (as well as all new hires), as
one team member stated:
So, we are going to hire our next or attempt to hire our next Fellow and it will
be in [subject area A], because [we] happen to have … open lines in [subject
area A]… Even though maybe [hypothetically] there was a [subject area B
researcher] out there that actually would be better, but I don't have a line in
[subject area B] …The … open lines in [subject area A] are from retirements and
so that's where I need the people to teach.
To summarize, the APAA team reported various hindrances in developing the APAA model.
However, not all hindrances were faced equally by all participating institutions, and these
challenges affected pre-determined and not-pre-determined model pathways differently (Table 1).
Table 1.

Examples of hindrances reported by APAA, by model pathway
Institutional traditions
(e.g., postdocs historically
leaving the institution)

Pre-determined
path (e.g., Fellow
converts into
tenure-track
faculty position)

Hindrances present
Faculty must buy-in to
convert Fellow to tenure
track position.

Not-predetermined path
(e.g., Fellow does
NOT convert but is
guided to apply
and is transitioned
into another
position across
USM)

May not be applicable
Fellows will probably be
leaving institutions as is
traditional. (However other
institutional norms such as
hiring processes for
postdocs might still be
encountered.)

Challenges transferring
Fellows into tenure-track
positions at other
institutions
May not be applicable
Fellows will be offered
positions at their home
institutions. (However,
some may still choose to
apply or transfer
elsewhere.)
Hindrances present
Fellows will be matched
with positions at other
institutions in USM. Process
currently unclear.

Costliness of tenure-track
positions for participating
institution
Hindrances present
Money must be found for
tenure-track positions
within the institution.

May not be applicable
Tenure-track position not
guaranteed. (However,
costs related to the Fellow
position and PD will still be
incurred.)

NOTE: USM = University System of Maryland; postdocs = postdoctoral scholars; PD = professional development

7

We should note that not all participating campuses relied on faculty departures to hire Fellows as faculty. For example,
one campus received funding for these positions through a special allocation to promote diversity.
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Evaluator’s Assessment
The APAA team faced a rough road during their first year, including the turnover of a key position
(Project Director) and a challenging Reverse Site Visit at NSF. They have spent the time since the
Reverse Site Visit learning to work collaboratively together as a team, developing a model, and
working through challenges in the model. As the reports of interviewees summarized above
indicate, many of the hindrances that the team described fell under a common theme: a lack of buyin to the model’s tenets among faculty. The APAA model seeks to create a new approach to hiring
that dramatically differs from the status quo, and many of the challenges reported reflect pushback
on this new model. Further, it seems that some systemic challenges (e.g., the ability to convert
Fellows to faculty positions across institutions) have not yet been adequately thought through.
APAA’s overarching challenge will be to learn ways to work through the obstacles above, to build
buy-in among participating institutions and departments, and to carefully document their successes
and setbacks. On the latter point, since other systems or institutions seeking to do a similar model
will likely encounter similar challenges, APAA could do others a service by documenting the extent
of these obstacles at each participating institution (and department), and how they overcame these
challenges.

2.

Implementation: To what extent did participating
campuses implement activities aligned with the statelevel APAA model?

Influential Factors
a)

What types of coordination and support did APAA leaders provide?

In the proposal, the APAA team proposed hiring 16 Fellows over the course of the grant, all of
whom would be hired in years 2-5. By the halfway point of year 2 (March 2020), the APAA hired
two Fellows and provided four professional development opportunities for Fellows and other
biomedical postdocs/young faculty in underrepresented groups. These accomplishments are in line
with what they promised to achieve at this point. Of the four professional development
opportunities, at least one event was attended by a Fellow (Figure 5). In 2019, APAA also conducted
a recruitment event to identify new Fellows at the annual PROMISE Summer Success Institute (SSI).
In terms of support, the APAA leadership team coordinated the professional development events,
conducted outreach to departments to participate in the program, met frequently to coordinate
their efforts across institutions, coordinated the recruitment event, and arranged the EAB event.
Figure 5 provides a summary of the project’s achievements from October 2018 to March 2020.
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Figure 5.

Snapshot of APAA hiring and professional development activities, Oct 2018-March
2020

Institution

Number of Fellows
(Fall 2018-March
2020)1

Salisbury

1 Fellow
(pre-determined,
geography)

Towson

N/A3

UMB

0 Fellows

UMBC (lead)

UMCP

Professional development (PD) and
recruitment activities
(Fall 2018-March 2020)2
PD activity:
 January 23, 2020 (hosted at UMCP), “Being
faculty at a Primarily Undergraduate
Institution (PUI).” ~10 attendees (unknown
% URM), 1 of whom was a Fellow.
PD activity:
 May 4, 2019 “Working at a Primarily
Undergraduate Institution.” Attended by 20
(~33% were URM; 100% from non-Towson
APAA institutions). 0 attendees were APAA
Fellows.4
PD activity:
 March 24, 26, 31; April 2, 2020 (virtual due
to COVID-19). “Journal Writing” workshop
series. Unknown number of attendees
(unknown % URM), 0 of whom were
Fellows.

Pre-existing
program used by
APAA

N/A

N/A

N/A

0 Fellows

Recruitment activity:
 August 16-17, 2019. APAA Postdoc
Recruiting Day + Summer Success Institute.
Attended by 8 potential Fellows, 88% were
URM. Of the 8, 1 applied to be a Fellow in
2019–20.

College of Natural
and Mathematical
Sciences (CNMS)
Pre-Professoriate
Fellows; Provost’s
Postdoctoral
Fellows for Faculty
Diversity

1 Fellow
(not-pre-determined,
bioengineering)

PD activity:
 February 11, 2020. “Grant Writing
Workshop: Writing a Personal Statement.”
Unknown number of attendees (unknown %
URM), unknown of whom were Fellows.

University of
California’s
President’s
Postdoctoral
Fellowship
Program (PPFP)

1

By the end of the grant, Salisbury has committed to hiring 2 Fellows, UMB 2 Fellows, UMBC 6 Fellows, and UMCP 6 Fellows.
These Fellows will be hired at different times across the institutions and will not enter as a single cohort.

2

All professional development and recruitment activities on this list took place before the COVID-19 crisis, except the UMB
event in March 2020. All events before March 2020 took place in-person without virtual options for participation. For a few
activities, survey data was not collected (marked as “unknown”); see Self-Study section on page 32.

3

Towson is participating in professional development activities only and will not be hiring Fellows.

4

This event took place before any Fellows were hired.

NOTE: UMB = University of Maryland, Baltimore; UMCP = University of Maryland, College Park; URM = underrepresented
minorities.
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b)

What policies, practices, and other factors facilitated the
implementation of aligned activities on each campus?

Team members felt that the central APAA leadership at UMBC was helpful. Team members
described positively the role of the leadership team at UMBC and their role in shepherding the
project. Members of the UMBC spearheaded the annual report to NSF, arranged the all-day retreat,
and organized the EAB meeting. The Project Director (based at UMBC) also facilitated the biweekly
meetings with the leadership team, organized the agenda, and documented the next steps after each
meeting. As one team member said of the new Project Director:
…she's got the actual organization piece that is helping keep the rest of our
leadership group on task.
Members of the UMBC leadership team also utilized several opportunities to network with similar
postdoctoral programs nationally, including other AGEP awardees (e.g., at the 2019 AGEP National
Research Meeting).
Team members also applauded the involvement of senior leadership on each campus.
Several team members described the support and deep involvement of senior leadership on each
campus as being critical. The EAB agreed, stating, “It is also notable that the program has
maintained enthusiastic participation from campus provosts, the University System of Maryland,
and the faculty and administrators supporting success of the program.” We also observed the active
participation of senior leadership including provosts at the all-day retreat in 2019. Along these
lines, one team member stated:
[One of the] factors facilitating implementing is the senior academic leadership
on the campus. That's a key component.
The team’s prior experience with similar models and professional development also proved
helpful. Several participating institutions had prior experience with postdoctoral programs
intended to diversify the professoriate. Several also offered some type of faculty training programs
which could benefit APAA Fellows or their mentors, such as existing Faculty Learning Communities
organized around various topics. Along these lines, several campuses also already offered
professional development (PD) programming for postdoctoral researchers and early career faculty.
These campuses were able to build upon their existing offerings for the APAA project. One team
member reported:
… another strength is we knew going in that we had some really strong players
[e.g., offices already providing professional development]. So every time we
talk about doing a workshop or doing some kind of event for the Fellows and
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beyond, we've already got things in place. We're leveraging a lot of our current
work [e.g., existing PD] and our current people to make these opportunities
happen in terms of professional development. We aren't starting from scratch
as, "How would we do this?" It's, "Oh yeah, so and so has been doing this for
years. We're just going to let them, invite them and have them do it." I think
the leveraging of our skillset is really a strength.
Along these lines, the leadership team appreciated several individuals on campuses for their
substantial contributions to the project. In particular, one team member stated:
…our Office of Postdoc folk. They've been incredibly supportive and helpful in
planning all of this…

c)

What policies, practices, and other factors hindered the implementation
of aligned activities on each campus?

The APAA team described several hindrances that they encountered during the project so far that
might be of interest to other state systems doing similar work. One overarching hindrance affected
the initial implementation of APAA: a lack of one central point of contact on each campus to manage
day-to-day activities and to coordinate with the various campus offices supporting the work. After
feedback from the NSF Reverse Site Visit team in 2019 to “create a project coordinator at each
institution to work with APAA Fellows,” the project team applied for supplemental funding for
these positions. As of March 2020, at least one position was not in place, as one team member
stated:
We are currently without a project coordinator on campus…We've been
seeking from NSF an additional funding to hire a project coordinator… without
having someone who is looking after the project deliberately on campus, you're
at a competitive disadvantage.
In addition to this overarching hindrance, the project team also identified several hindrances
related to each project activity: 1) recruitment and selection; 2) onboarding; 3) APAA-wide
professional development and mentoring; and 4) conversion; and 5) entering tenure-track
positions within the USM. These activity-related hindrances are described below.
1) Recruitment processes for APAA had not yet been developed across all the campuses. For
the two campuses that were building APAA off of existing postdoctoral programs, these campuses
used their existing programs as recruitment vehicles for the APAA Fellows. However, for the
remaining campuses, recruitment processes needed to be built from scratch. Of the two APAA
Fellows as of March 2020, one was recruited through a pre-existing program, and the other was
identified without an extensive recruitment process. Regarding the latter, one team member stated:
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There wasn’t a recruitment process, she fell in our lap. We wanted her, and the
department was supportive. That’s fine for this one, but it’s harder going
forward. Our next step is developing a process and conventions for recruitment.
Another team member agreed:
We still, I think, need to have to have a better overall approach for the
recruitment process. Recruiting for postdocs is kind of new to our campus at a
collective level because…[traditionally, postdoc recruitment] it's like PI-based,
right? So trying to do this from a campus-wide kind of approach is a little bit
challenging actually.
The NSF Reverse Site Visit team in 2019 recommended that the project develop standard ways to
recruit:
There should be a rubric with metrics for identifying postdoctoral scholar
candidates, selecting faculty mentors …
Similarly, the EAB stated in November 2019:
Specific recruitment activities are needed to assure a strong applicant pool.
Except for the annual SSI recruitment event, each participating institution recruits its own Fellows
for the APAA fellowships. Several team members explained that this approach made sense because
of the wide differences between the Fellow positions on different campuses. As one team member
stated:
…because the institutions and the positions are so different, it's hard to come
up with some kind of [APAA recruitment] templates that would fit all of the
situations.
Another team member agreed:
…recruitment, hiring, and some of the expectations are all unique to the
[participating APAA] institutions really.
As of March 2020, the team was working on one centralized recruitment vehicle: an APAA website
that would include an interest form to screen potential APAA Fellows and match them with the
appropriate APAA institution’s application materials.8 One team member stated about the
upcoming APAA website:
…[our old website] doesn't have the information on each institution and
enough information for I think perspective postdocs about how this works and
8

As of May 2020, the updated website is now live at https://thepromiseacademy.wordpress.com/
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all of that. I think that would be really helpful [to have an updated site] and
could be the place where we post to get the lines [e.g., available faculty
positions] across the [USM] system.
2) Onboarding processes have not been fully developed. Similarly, APAA does not provide
centralized orientation or onboarding to the APAA Fellows; instead, each institution onboards their
Fellows using its own processes, engaging the Fellows in any onboarding typically provided by the
institution to new faculty, as well as any additional guidance that may be provided to APAA Fellows.
At the all-day retreat, team members discussed the possibility of creating an “APAA boot camp” or
orientation across the institutions to build a sense of cohort and set expectations for the Fellowship.
However, the group also discussed the challenges inherent in providing a boot camp among such a
small number of Fellows who are participating in different types of Fellowship programs. For
example, in 2019–20, two APAA Fellows were hired, one as a Teaching Fellow and the other as a
Research Fellow.
Similarly, no onboarding activities currently target faculty members (e.g., Fellows’ mentors). To be
clear, the APAA model does not include activities for faculty mentors or participating departments.
However, Fellows are expected to be mentored by faculty members. In our focus groups, APAA
team members expressed interest in developing some uniform onboarding processes for faculty
members to guide their mentoring. Currently, faculty onboarding varies by campus, with some
Fellows’ mentors participating in mentoring training that is provided to all faculty. Participating
institutions may also provide informal training to Fellow mentors upon their placement. As one
team member stated:
The [APAA] mentoring training was an hour in my office having a conversation
with our postdocs' mentor, talking about what we wanted to try to accomplish
with it, and what she thought about that. We brainstorm back and forth, and I
called it done. So for us, that's it so far [in terms of faculty mentor onboarding
or training].
The EAB also emphasized the importance of institutional culture and recommended that the project
add an activity focused on faculty:
[APAA needs] to plan for increasing faculty buy-in to the program and its goals.
This might involve meetings with department chairs and faculty to address,
clarify, and negotiate issues around hiring of a postdoc into the department.
Ensuring that faculty see their hand in deciding who is hired will be vital to the
future success of the candidate in that department…. We recommend adding a
faculty education component to be included in activities chart…
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As one team member agreed:
… we talk a lot about the system, we talk a lot about the Fellows, but we don't
often talk about the faculty that these Fellows are going to be working with…
and the Advisory Board brought this up in our last meeting - was that the mood
of the faculty to accept these people in this novel [APAA] pathway is really,
really important…I think that's something we might need to think about,
moving forward, is how do we engage the faculty and all the institutions who
might be ending up receiving these Fellows.
When asked, the team stated that they were working on developing a training session for faculty
mentors at one campus this fall. This training could potentially be rolled out across the other
participating APAA institutions later, as one team member stated:
… We need [a training] that will not only be for [one] campus but will be
something that is kind of standardized that we can use on all the campuses …
something that could be fairly standard about what the expectations are of the
mentors and of the department…
However, the team member also discussed obstacles to creating faculty training. Would the whole
department participate, or just the faculty mentor? And if Fellows are hired every year, would the
training be repeated? As the team member stated:
But what happens when [a campus] is hiring three [Fellows] this year and then
maybe a year from now we hire another one? [Does APAA] do the same
training with the department again? There are things that we have to think
about… We haven't worked that out yet. When we do some kind of workshop
or training with the department, how do we do that at all private institutions in
some standardized way? We don't know.
3) Team members reported challenges related to APAA-wide professional development and
mentoring.
Common learning outcomes for PD. In the 2019–20 school year, the APAA project had not yet
created common learning outcomes for the professional development provided to the Fellows.
Instead, during this first year, professional development was developed by the APAA leadership
team without formal outcomes or input from Fellows. However, one team member stated that
informal feedback from the Fellows guided some professional development. As of March 2020, one
team member stated:
I think we're at the very beginning stages [on common learning outcomes]. I
think we're just really still talking through. Part of it has to do with thinking
through what are the across the board activities that we think they need to do.
The reverse site visit reviewers advised us to come up with the common
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learning outcomes and then develop the professional development around
that… if our claim is that the APAA fellows are going to be going through some
process that makes them better equipped to convert to tenure track positions
and be effective, what is it that we think that preparation is?
Another team member described a challenge to coming up with common learning outcomes: the
different types of Fellows. As described above, some Fellows are pursuing a teaching postdoc,
primarily focused on teaching undergraduates, while other Fellows are pursuing a research postdoc
primarily focused on research. As one team member stated, the two types of Fellows might need
different types of support and have different learning goals:
…part of it is we don't all have the same kind of Fellow… [one campus] has a
Teaching Fellow, and the other campuses have Research Fellows. That's one
thing that's kind of a difficult piece here.
Despite these challenges, the team is moving forward on creating common learning outcomes
during the next year. An initial meeting on common learning outcomes included the project
director, an APAA Fellow, a postdoc studying equity, and a new faculty member (and former
participant in a similar program). As of March 2020, the APAA team was developing an initial draft
of potential common learning outcomes to be discussed by the team, drawing upon the six core
competencies from the National Postdoc Association. The team also drew upon a survey done by
UMBC of their postdocs’ interests in professional development. Their goal was to have a draft of
common learning outcomes by the EAB meeting in April 2020.9
As of March 2020, the project was also at the beginning stages of creating individualized
development plans for participating Fellows. As one team member stated:
On some campuses, they might already have really good mechanisms for how
they set goals with their incoming postdocs and monitor their progress and
give them sufficient feedback, but some campuses might have nothing. So we
want to make sure that there is at a minimum some kind of a template [for
individualized development plans] that we provide to all departments across
the system that are getting a Fellow that says we expect there to be this kind of
development happening…if you're getting one of these Fellows, this is the
expectation on the department to support that fellow in this way. They have a
mentor. That mentor is meeting with them. They're filling out this kind of form,
et cetera.
Building community and PD. In addition to the learning objectives and individual development
plans related to professional development, another goal of the PD sessions is to create a sense of
9

After the completion of data collection for this report, the project achieved this goal. The project’s common learning
outcomes were presented to the EAB in April 2020. Next year’s external evaluation report will discuss this further.
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community among the APAA Fellows. However, a challenge to building camaraderie has been the
small number of Fellows (e.g., two Fellows in 2019–20). One team member shared:
One thing that I think is still a struggle is being able to create a cohort for these
fellows. … all 16 aren't going to be here at the same time. Are we going to be
able to create a sense of community among them when that's the situation?
The project has addressed this challenge by opening the doors of APAA professional development
to other postdoctoral scholars and young faculty to attempt to create a sense of community among
USM’s underrepresented early-career faculty in biomedical sciences.
Another challenge inherent in building a sense of community across the campuses has been the
physical location of the institutions. In 2019–20, one of the two Fellows was located on a campus
several hours away from the other institutions. As one team member stated:
Of our five institutions, four of us are rather close and one is several hours
away. … Anytime we include that Fellow …[the Fellow has] at least a three hour
or four-hour drive plus an overnight probably if we're talking about day-long
programming. So, just physical logistics of location of the partner institution [is
a challenge].
Turnout and scheduling of PD. On a related note, some of the professional development events
have had a low turnout. As a team member stated:
The first workshop [we] offered last spring… had 40 people RSVP and 19 people
showed up… when we tried to do another workshop this last December, [we]
only had about four people sign up so we canceled it.
One team member speculated that the large distance between some institutions might relate to the
low turnout at some events. Another factor could be it not being common to attend professional
development events on another campus:
…[because] the institutions are kind of spread out, even an hour or two makes
it a little bit of a tougher choice for people to want to go and attend an event
somewhere else that's not their home campus. We don't really have the culture
yet of inter-institution event [attendance] going [e.g., attending events at other
campuses is rare].
During the focus group, two team members speculated that perhaps using WebEx or another online
technology would facilitate participation from a distance:
Team member 1: We could make better use of technology.
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Team member 2: Yeah, we probably could. I mean doing … WebEx, [where]
we're going to be seeing people's faces, would probably be sufficient for some
of those activities.
Another factor that might affect turnout would be providing the PD calendar in advance. The
project is at the beginning stages of developing a master schedule of all professional development
and communicating it out in advance to the Fellows. The APAA leadership team has an internal list
of upcoming professional development events. However, this list of professional development
opportunities is not yet publicly shared on the APAA website, and the list goes only a few months in
advance. One team member stated:
We've tried to come up with a master schedule. I think that that's an area
where we can improve. Like I think we can envision coming up with a schedule
for the following year… [participating campuses would] want to know in
advance what are the system-wide things that their Fellows are going to be
expected to do so they can plan for that… because there could … other
commitments, so we need to have our schedules done far enough in advance
and clarify which things are mandatory or which things are just to prepare for. I
think that that's a work in progress.
4) Team members reported a lack of central coordination to convert Fellows at other
campuses across USM. Although the program is still in early stages, a few challenges have
emerged thus far with the conversion stage of the model. One challenge is a lack of a database or
repository of available positions across the participating institutions (or across the USM). If some
Fellows will not be staying in their placement departments but instead will be applying to or
transitioning to tenure-track positions across the system, this database would assist in identifying
available placements across APAA institutions (or the USM). APAA does not currently have such a
database, as one team member stated:
Let me add one [challenge] that we talked about at the retreat. One of the
ideas that came up at the retreat was that there wasn't a central place to a
central employment or employment database where you would know what
jobs are available at each campus. So that's a hindrance.
Other similar postdoctoral programs have instituted an alternative form of database that highlights
the postdoctoral pool, as stated in the project’s literature review: “PAI [the Big Ten Professorial
Advancement Initiative] also created a searchable database of participating postdocs that faculty at
all participating institutions can view, which was intended to facilitate hiring of postdocs within the
consortium.” APAA is considering how such a database might be constructed across the alliance or
USM.

APAA: Year 2 Evaluation Report

25

The team also discussed another challenge related to conversion: the diversity of hiring practices
present on each campus and a lack of system-wide coordination within USM. As one team member
stated:
…in some [APAA] institutions, the way that hiring happens is not the same. So
the bigger campuses have autonomy they're doing while hiring, but at smaller
campuses, there's a central way that hiring is done. And that's part of the
discussion on hiring practices that's going on at the system level.
Another team member agreed:
So at the moment, each individual [USM] campus is really responsible for its
own human resources processes…If you're going to try to implement a systemwide model, then you're going to need some consistency across the system. At
the moment, we do not have a great deal of consistency across the system with
regard to HR policies and procedures, that sort of thing…there's no top-down
direction [from USM] about, all right, here's the way we want you to do these
things to try to make sure you're increasing diversity within your HR
processes…

Evaluator’s Assessment
The APAA team reported several successes and hindrances in the implementation of the model. We
should note that although the team reported the issues above in response to our question about
implementation hindrances, some of the above issues might be better classified as challenges
inherent in the model (e.g., a lack of faculty onboarding activities). Other issues are not inherent to
the model and may prove easier to address and remedy. For example, the APAA team has strong
expertise in providing professional development on their own campuses; however, they shared
some challenges in planning professional development across campuses. The team would benefit
from intentionally identifying key goals and topic areas for professional development (e.g., based on
common learning outcomes and Fellows’ feedback) and planning each year’s sessions in advance,
providing the yearly calendar to the Fellows.
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3.

Self-Study/Evaluation: In what ways is the APAA team
using feedback from the internal and external
evaluations to make needed changes to the state-level
model?

The APAA internal evaluator is conducting three types of activities to provide feedback to the
leadership team. 10 First, she is conducting pre- and post- surveys for each professional
development or recruitment event. After the events, the results are conveyed to the project team,
typically in raw form (e.g., raw numbers or percentages beside each item). The results are
accompanied by recommendations to the team.
Secondly, the internal evaluator is interviewing each of the APAA Fellows four times throughout
their career trajectory to learn about their experience in the program and any recommendations for
improvements. These interviews include entrance and exit interviews. Because the sample size for
each cohort is very small, this information will be released in summary form to the project team in
Year 5 of the project after all of the 16 Fellows will have been hired.
Finally, the internal evaluator originally planned to obtain baseline information concerning
demographics and tenure status of the faculty of each participating institution to examine if the
project has had an impact on diversifying the biomedical faculty or the institution over time. The
internal evaluation also included a survey of new and postdoctoral faculty at each institution. As of
March 2020, these aspects of the evaluation plan are currently under review with the new APAA
director and members of the External Advisory Board.

Influential Factors
a/b)

What factors facilitated or hindered making needed changes to the
model?

At this early stage, the team did not yet identify many influential factors relating to self-study. In
fact, they did not discuss any facilitators; however, a few challenges were mentioned. One such
challenge has been getting participants to complete the pre- and post-surveys related to each event.
As one team member stated:

10

Please see Appendix A for a description of how the internal and external evaluators coordinate their work.
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…part of the challenge has been to get people to do the evaluation portion of
that. At our last phone call meeting, we said we were going to try harder to get
the participants to fill out the evaluation, so that's part of our challenge.
As seen in Table 2, the completion of the pre- and post- surveys has not been consistently high. This
is particularly concerning because according to UMBC’s IRB, if fewer than 5 individuals complete a
survey, the results cannot be provided to the team. In addition, in a few instances a survey was not
provided to participants (e.g., marked as “not offered” below).
Table 2.

Events offered by APAA and the number of attendees completing pre- and postsurveys, 2019–March 2020

Event
May 4, 2019 PD activity at
Towson
August 16-17, 2019
recruitment at SSI
January 23, 2020 PD
activity at Salisbury
February 11, 2020 PD at
UMCP
March 2020 at UMB
1

Number of
attendees

Number completing
pre-survey

Number completing
post-survey

20

14

10

8

N/A

91

~10

Not offered

3

Unknown

Not offered

Not offered

8

Not offered

8

One person completed more than once.

To help address this issue, the leadership team is asking event facilitators to promote the
evaluation forms:
…the next [event], we decided to include some of the [evaluation] questions
with the registration and then ask the person leading the project to be more
direct about asking the people to fill out the evaluation.
At this stage, the events have yet to be repeated, so the project has not yet had a chance to make
changes to events based on the participants’ feedback. As one team member stated:
…we're still early in the process. So you can say that one event is successful but,
if we did the event again, I think we would be ready for it and we might be able
to improve on it. But we haven't repeated any of the project activities yet. If
you know what I mean. We're early. This is year two. We're still early.
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4.

Dissemination: To what extent did the APAA team
disseminate lessons learned and findings relevant for
replicating and expanding use of their state-level
model?

Influential Factors
a/b)

What factors facilitated or hindered dissemination of the APAA statelevel model?

At this stage of the project, the APAA team did not have facilitators or hindrances to report related
to dissemination. As of March 2020, the team reported plans to disseminate their learnings at
several conferences in 2020.11 Their plans involved presenting at several conferences that they
would be attending that year, such as the AGEP National Research Conference in Boston, MA. One
team member suggested engaging with higher-level university staff, who might have access to
system-level dissemination venues. For example, one team member added:
Maybe we need to think a little bit more as we move through our years of this
project, how that higher group might also disseminate at a higher system level
instead of an institution level.
In November 2019, the EAB suggested that the team identify other systems where APAA could be
replicated. Subsequently, the team had initial conversations about other possible replication sites in
January 2020.12

Recommendations and Conclusions
Recommendations
The AGEP PROMISE Academy Alliance (APAA) project is developing and implementing its model,
with a plan to disseminate a reproducible state-level model to provide a new path for
underrepresented postdoctoral scholars (postdocs) in the biomedical sciences to become faculty.
That said, our year 2 evaluation activities revealed several areas where the project may want to

11These

focus groups were conducted before the COVID-19 pandemic, when several conferences including the 2020 AGEP
National Research Conference were postponed.

12Again,

we acknowledge that COVID-19 may have reshaped these plans.
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delve more deeply into their practices. Below, we list topics that we recommend the APAA team
discuss together to move their work forward.13

Development


Communications. The team reported that they have benefited from their frequent calls and
opportunities to connect in person. How can the team ensure that their effective
communication continues going forward, particularly as COVID-19 may limit the ability of the
team to convene in person?



Institutional challenges. The team candidly described a range of challenges related to the
APAA model (summarized in Table 1, page 14). Thinking through these challenges, there is an
opportunity for the APAA team to document where these challenges have occurred more
frequently (e.g., in which institutions or departments), as well as documenting how the team
overcomes these challenges. This information would prove helpful to other systems and
institutions interested in implementing a similar model.

Implementation


Recruitment. The team reported that recruitment processes were not yet fully developed on
some campuses. Challenges included developing recruitment materials that take into account
the variety in hiring processes across the campuses; in types of Fellows (e.g., pre-determined,
not-pre-determined); and in the focus of the fellowship (e.g., teaching, research). Given these
variations, we recommend that the team discuss where standard recruitment processes,
tools, or sources of standardized information across institutions would help APAA’s goals, and
where institution-specific recruitment processes would make more sense.



Marketing. In March 2020, the team described several steps they were taking to improve the
marketing of APAA, including building a new website. We applaud the team for moving this
website forward and urge them to consider any ways in which they could improve the clarity
or the resources available on the website. For example, the team might consider obtaining
feedback from prospective Fellows on how easy the website is to navigate, how well they
understand the program based on the site’s description, and how easy they find it to complete
an interest form or find available positions. The team might also consider obtaining feedback
from current Fellows on ways in which the website could be strengthened to further serve
their needs (e.g., adding a calendar with dates for the school years’ APAA PD, adding related
PD resources for Fellows).



Onboarding for Fellows. The team described similar challenges in developing onboarding
procedures for Fellows across APAA. We suggest that the team discuss and document their
approach to onboarding that also accommodates differences in types of Fellows and
institutions.



Mentoring. In March 2020, team members described a need to develop procedures to
regularly check in with the Fellows across institutions, including Individual Development

13Please

note that these recommendations were developed prior to the coronavirus pandemic of spring 2020. That said,
although the context has changed, many of the issues listed in this section may still be relevant to the work going
forward. We also acknowledge that the team may have moved forward on some of these issues since March 2020.
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Plans for Fellows. We suggest that the team discuss standardized expectations of what faculty
mentoring and support will look like across APAA.



Ensuring departmental readiness for Fellows. The team described several challenges
inherent in developing onboarding activities that integrate/serve existing faculty members
(e.g., Fellows’ mentors, departments). The APAA team may wish to consider which activities
they feel would be appropriate to support faculty mentors and/or the departments receiving
Fellows. If such activities are implemented, it would also be helpful to identify the goal of
these activities in advance.



Professional development. In March 2020, the team described being at the beginning stages
of developing common learning outcomes for the Fellows’ professional development. Since
this time, we understand that the team has moved forward in developing these outcomes. We
would encourage the team to consider whether differentiated learning outcomes are needed
for the different types of Fellow (e.g., Research, Teaching). When planning the topics of 2020–
21’s professional development activities, we would also encourage the team to consider the
common learning outcomes for the Fellows, as well as obtain suggestions from the current
Fellows and their mentors to ensure that the professional development sessions are
maximally useful to the Fellows. As the team suggested, APAA may also wish to provide the
calendar for professional development at least a semester in advance and offer remote
participation options (e.g., Zoom).14



Building community. Although the primary purpose of the professional development
sessions is to develop the Fellows’ career skills and to raise Fellows’ awareness around
various career paths, a secondary purpose stated in the proposal is also to develop an
inclusive community among the University System of Maryland’s (USM’s) current
underrepresented postdocs and early-career faculty. Several team members described
challenges inherent in community building when the Fellows are few in number (e.g., two
Fellows in 2019–20). Also, as of March 2020, both Fellows have not attended the same PD
session to the APAA team’s knowledge. If APAA retains community building as a goal, the
team may wish to consider additional methods of building community among Fellows other
than professional development (e.g., offering Zoom calls, an online forum, and/or in-person
opportunities to connect and share experiences.)



Converting Fellows across institutions. The team described multiple challenges in
converting Fellows into tenure-track faculty positions at different USM institutions. We
encourage the APAA to explore this question further: what will the process be to convert or
match Fellows with tenure track faculty positions at other institutions across USM? In
particular, it might be useful to identify which solutions might require USM involvement, and
which solutions APAA could implement immediately without action on USM’s part. The team
may also wish to carefully consider how the APAA model will be described to prospective
Fellows, and in particular what “not-pre-determined” Fellows are told will happen after the
end of their fellowship. Finally, as APAA explores its options on this issue, it would be useful
for the team to document their successes and setbacks so that other systems may learn from
their experiences.

14Although

this recommendation was made prior to the COVID-19 crisis, it is likely that the ongoing crisis will make
online meetings even more important going forward. APAA held its first online professional development sessions in
March 2020 in response to COVID-19.
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Self-Study


Improvements to the model. As year 2 comes to a close, the APAA team may wish to use this
time to pause and reflect on the successes and challenges encountered thus far. Have they
learned anything as a team that would make them wish to revise or tweak the model
proposed last year? Going forward, what are their plans to continue to improve the model as
needed? The annual retreat would be a good forum for this assessment.



Completion rates. The team may wish to reflect on the survey completion rates in Table 2
(page 27) and discuss how to improve them. What tactics have worked well to obtain survey
responses in the past, and how could these tactics be used going forward? Options might
include asking respondents to complete the survey during the first few minutes and/or last
few minutes of an event, sending an emailed survey reminder multiple times, or (if funds and
IRB permit) providing a small incentive such as gift card to a randomly selected respondent.
The team also may wish to discuss how to ensure that the surveys are consistently
administered across all participating campuses, and how to ensure APAA consistently collects
information on the number of Fellows attending each event.



Activity evaluations. The team may also wish to pause and reflect on the information
learned from the pre- and post-activity surveys. Looking back, how have these surveys helped
to inform practice or improve future sessions? Are there any additional questions that might
help improve project activities? Finally, are there any ways in which the information in the
pre- and post- surveys could be presented that might make them more user-friendly (e.g.,
graphs showing change over time)?

Dissemination


Conversations with other universities and systems. The APAA team reported the
beginning stages of work to disseminate this model. We suggest that the team discuss how
they can continue documenting and sharing lessons learned from the development of this
model.



Disseminate what has been learned already. For example, the APAA team completed a
literature review and practice brief on postdoc to faculty conversion models (Culpepper,
2019) which we found to be very informative. We note that the APAA team also reported its
usefulness. If they have not already done so, the team may wish to consider updating the brief
and disseminating it either in a peer-reviewed journal or as a white paper on the APAA
website. In addition, the team could develop “a narrative of the project and describe principle
components that can be shared with other institutions that might see their own potential role
in employing the model” as suggested by the External Advisory Board, with the goal of
documenting APAA’s lessons learned so far.



Website. The new website could offer APAA an opportunity to disseminate their model.
Currently, the model does not appear on the site, and the two pathways are not yet described.
The APAA team may wish to consider using the website to describe and disseminate their
model to other organizations. This information may also be helpful to potential APAA
applicants.
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Conclusion
In year 2, the APAA team worked together to change course and refine their model. As the team
gears up for its next school year implementing the program, their next challenge will be to refine
that model and work out their implementation challenges. To that end, we recommend thoughtful
consideration of the questions above. The APAA team’s clear interpersonal trust, past experience in
implementing similar programs, and strong background in providing professional development will
position them well to address these questions and strengthen their plans for the 2020–21 school
year.
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Appendix A. The Relationship of the External and
Internal Evaluations for APAA
The APAA program is evaluated by both an internal evaluator and an external evaluation team. The
two evaluations address different topic areas: the internal evaluator provides implementation
feedback related to project activities and the experiences of Fellows in the program. The external
evaluation, on the other hand, focuses on the evaluation of the development, implementation, selfstudy/evaluation, and dissemination (DIS-ED) of the model itself.
The internal and external evaluators coordinate to exchange information and meet regularly. Both
of their work feeds into the other. The internal evaluator provides the external evaluator with
project materials such as meeting notes and results from the internal evaluation. The external
evaluator provides an annual report to the APAA team, including the internal evaluator.
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Appendix B. The Organization Chart Developed by
the APAA team (as of November 2019)
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