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PROMISE Academy Retreat 
Friday, June 21 
Kent Manor Inn 

 
Updated Agenda 
 
8:00-9:00 Breakfast and arrival 

9:00-9:15 Welcome, introductions, overview of the day – Janet, Wendy, Gib 

9:15-9:30 Draw the Outcome – Amanda Lyons 

9:30-10:00 Team building exercise – Gib Mason 

10:00-10:20 Overview of research portion of the project – KerryAnn O’Meara 

10:20-10:40 Overview of other postdoc conversion models – Dawn Culpepper 

10:40-10:50 Break 

10:50-12:10 Work on the model in breakout groups – Gib Mason 

12:10-1:00 Working Lunch with guided table discussions – Gib Mason 

1:00-1:45 Finalizing the model – Gib Mason  

1:45-2:00 Campfire – Gib Mason 

2:00 Depart – Anyone from the coordinating committee who can stick around for an hour to 
help clean up the sketch of the model would be appreciated 

 

Retreat Goals: 

1.  Make sure everyone involved understands all components of our project 

2.  Come up with the model that describes what we are doing in written and graphic forms 

3.  Have a plan to work as a team to ensure success of our project 
 
Goal 3 is achieved through our ice breaker activities and subsequent breakout and lunch 
discussions. 
 
Goal 1 is achieved through presentations by project leadership, Dawn and KerryAnn plus the 
pre-retreat reading. 
 
Goal 2 is the main work of the retreat after we get past the presentations that comprise goal 1.   
 
Attendees in addition to project leadership: 



• Hank Frierson (U. Florida) and Mark Lawson (UC San Diego) from our external advisory 
board 

• Antoinette (Toni) Coleman, Associate Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, USM 
• MJ Bishop, Associate Vice Chancellor and Director, William E. Kirwan Center for 

Academic Innovation, USM 
• Jennifer Flynn from Westat 
• Gib Mason – our facilitator 
• Judith Pollack – our note taker (PhD alumna of UMBC, worked with PROMISE as a grad 

student and has done seminars for us as an alum) 
• Amanda Lyons – Sketch artist who works with Gib will help us with the template 
• Denise Atkinson – Exec Admin Assistant at UMBC 



AGEP PROMISE Academy Alliance Retreat Breakout Groups
Friday, June 21, 2019

Name School Institutional Role Role on Project Breakout Group

Michael Scott Salisbury

Dean of the Henson 
School of Science and 
Technology; Professor 
of Geography and 
Geosciences Co-PI 1

Philip Rous UMBC

Provost, and Executive 
Vice President of 
Academic Affairs PI 1

Wendy Carter-
Veale UMBC

Dissertation Coach and 
Social Science Research 
Coordinator Co-PI, Sr. Personnel 1

Gerald Stewart 
Wilkinson UMCP

Assoc. Dean for Faculty 
Affairs, College of 
Computer, Mathematical 
& Natural Sci.; Prof. of 
Biology Co-PI 1

Antoinette Coleman USMD
Associate Vice 
Chancellor Academic Affairs 1



Cynthia Ghent Towson

Director of the STEM 
Education Center, Fisher 
College, Assoc. Prof., 
Dept. of Biological 
Sciences Co-PI 2

Jenn Aumiller UMB

Director Career 
Development, School of 
Medicine Collaborator 2

Bill LaCourse UMBC

Dean, College of Natural 
& Mathematical 
Sciences; Professor of 
Chemistry Co-PI 2

John Bertot UMCP

Associate Provost for 
Faculty Affairs, and 
Professor in the iSchool Co-PI 2

Clifton Griffin Salisbury
Dean of Graduate 
Studies and Research Co-PI 2

Mark Lawson UCSD

Professor In Residence 
of Reproductive 
Medicine, Director of 
the UC President's 
Postdoctoral Fellowship 
Program, and Faculty 
Director of Postdoctoral 
Training and Education Advisory Board 2



Karen Olmstead Salisbury

Provost & Senior Vice 
President for Academic 
Affairs PI 3

Erin Golembewski UMB
Senior Associate Dean 
for the Graduate School Co-PI 3

Pat McDermott UMBC

Vice Provost for Faculty 
Affairs, Professor – 
College of Arts, 
Humanities, & Social 
Sciences Co-PI 3

KerryAnn O'Meara UMCP

Associate Dean for 
Faculty Affairs & Prof. 
College of Education Research lead 3

Jessica Clark Salisbury

Co-Director, Office of 
Undergraduate Research 
and Creative Activity Co-PI 3

Hank Frierson U. of FL

Associate Vice President 
and Dean of the 
Graduate School, 
Professor - Educational 
Psychology Advisory Board 3

Chrys Egan Salisbury

Co-Director, Office of 
Undergraduate Research 
and Creative Activity Co-PI 4



Janet Rutledge UMBC

Vice Provost for 
Graduate Education and 
Dean of the Graduate 
School; Associate 
Professor of Computer 
Science and Electrical 
Engineering Co-PI 4

Blessing Enekwe UMCP

Program Director, Office 
of Postdoctoral Affairs 
at The Graduate School Collaborator 4

Rich Wilkens Salisbury Assoc Provost Senior Personnel 4

MJ Bishop

USMD
Associate Vice 
Chancellor

Director, William E. 
Kirwan Center for 
Academic 
Innovation 4

Dawn Culpepper UMCP Doctoral Student
Research team 
member 4

Judith Pollack UMBC Note Taker
PhD alumna of 
UMBC

Denise Atkinson UMBC Organizer
Exec Admin 
Assistant at UMBC

Gib Mason UMBC Facilitator
Amanda Lyons Visuals for Change Graphic Note Taker
Jennifer Flynn Westat Senior Study Director External Evaluator
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Meeting detail 
AGEP PROMISE Academy Alliance Retreat 
Friday, June 21, 2019 
Kent Manor Inn 
Stevensville, MD 
 
Notes compiled by Judith Pollack (UMBC alumna, familiar with PROMISE and past AGEP 
projects). 
 
Purpose of the meeting:  

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) 
3. Develop a system-wide MODEL for recruitment and conversion of postdocs (for 

increasing faculty diversity) 
 

Outcomes of the day:  
- Participants were given the scope and background of the project through presentations 

by Kerry Ann Dawn’s recap of existing literature/information of currently available 
postdoc models.   

- Participants were appreciative of the diverse points of view, actively engaged in the 
discussion, and excited/energized/joy in taking part in developing the model (see Take 
Home)  

- A Postdoc timeline that everyone AGREED AND COMMITTED to, that will be shaped into 
a MODEL.  

 
NOTE: Develop the model is the first step of the DISED project (DISED: Develop, Implement, 
Study, Evaluate, Disseminate) 
 
Purpose of these notes:  

1. Internal notes to record what happened during the meeting; parts may be used in the 
annual report 

2. Document the process so other systems can replicate.   
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Friday morning.   
The meeting was preceded by breakfast.  Seating was assigned in advance.  Four round tables; 
each table consisted of people from different campuses and different positions.  This was 
done to make sure that each campus is represented during the discussion, and that the model 
encompasses the variety of institutions.  To level the playing field, no titles were used, only 
first name.   
 
Table 1: Erin, Pat, Jessica, Kerry Ann, Hank, Karen (topic: Recruitment, predetermined) 
Table 2: Janet, Chrys, Dawn, Rich, Blessing, MJ (topic: Conversion, predetermined) 
Table 3: Philip, Mike, Wendy, Toni, Gerald (topic: Recruitment, non-predetermined) 
Table 4: Mark, Bill, Clifton, John, Jenn (topic: Conversion, non-predetermined) 
 
Meeting started at 9:00 
Gib Mason as facilitator.  Stated the purpose of the meeting today.   
 
Welcome words from Janet:  
Thanks to Wendy stepping up as interim, announced that the position is posted.   Thanks to 
external evaluator Jen, notetaker and alumna Judith, facilitator Gib who wears many hats, Toni 
and MJ from System office to contribute the system-ness of the project.  Announced that 
Cindy Ghent (Towson) is not able to attend due to a death in the family, and a card was passed 
around.   
 
Gib went over the agenda, encouraged to write a thank you note (to somebody).   
 
Introduced Amanda who would take visual notes (‘graphically capture”) during the meeting.   
 
Why visual notes?   
A process of listening and capturing the essence of the discussion, filtering information, and 
deciding how to present it on the board.  The board is “OUR BOARD” and all are invited to 
contribute to it.  The goal is not beautiful artwork, but COMMUNICATION.   
 
Team building exercises to prime the participants to the purpose of the meeting. 
Exercise #1 Everyone can draw (squiggle dot exercise):  

Everyone take out a sheet of paper and pen/pencil.  
Draw a dot, a line, a squiggle, an amoeba (“Yes!  You can draw!”) 
Draw the importance of a diverse faculty 

 Sample drawings observed or shared: 
- A horizon with trees 
- People 
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- Venn diagram 
- Sun, clouds, and rainbow. 
- AT the bottom, people each with their own thought bubble, coming up and combining 

into one thought bubble.   
- Everyone as a dot, like a Seurat painting, and all of us coming together to make a larger 

picture of a flower.  
- Garden ecological theme: flower with petals like a burst of idea, with Venn diagram, (at 

the last minute I added) beanstalk with a person climbing up.   
Take away 

- Add things up => bigger outcome (1 + 1 + 1 => infinity). 
- Individuals add value. 
- Bigger and bigger can be better (for opportunities, career, etc.). 
- Not one definition of diversity.  Each comes with a different perspective.  
- Acknowledge inertia in preventing hiring people in academia. 
- We do want diversity in higher education. 

 
Exercise #2 Zoom (communication and perspective) 
Each person gets a picture to hold.  Ambiguous direction: you can verbally describe your 
picture to each other, but don’t show it to each other.  And then organize yourselves.   
All stood up and talked to one another, overheard: “Do you have a door?  A letter?  Tropical 
island?  Pollinator? Ships? Children? A child? I think you and I have the same picture.” 
People started standing in clusters with common themes from their image, and then the 
clusters formed into a line.  It was discovered that each person was holding a picture which 
then zoomed out to another “bigger” picture held by the person next to them.  (Starting from a 
picture of a cock’s head, to a picture of a cock in a farm, to picture a child playing toy farm, to a 
picture of a TV show, to a postage stamp… etc.)    
Take away:  

- Your perspective is not the only on.  
- It’s easier to make sense of the picture with other people.  
- We assume we had the whole picture.   
- [While asking questions and looking for similarities] we were figuring out whether we 

belong or not belong.  
- The holder of the first and the last pictures had difficulty finding their place in line.   
- The instructions were strategically ambiguous, which is sometimes necessary.   

 
How would the takeaways from the exercise apply today? 

- “Like” feels good [if you can find similarities with others, then you feel that you belong, 
and that feels good] 

- Each of us have different views.  We need all of us to get the whole picture.  
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- Each of us come from different environments [reference to varied types of institutions]. 
- Hard to know where to start.  
- Need to ask a lot of questions.    
- After we got in line, we still needed to rearrange (fine tuning is necessary) 
- Was not sure what “language” was allowed in the conversation.  
- We want to create the “whole” picture.  
- Each of us has an important part of the picture.      

 
Reminder that the goal today is to DEVELOP a model for Postdoc conversion to diversify 
faculty of biomedical sciences.   
 
  



5 

 
Kerry Ann gave an overview of the Social Science Research Project 
Goal of talk: Make sure all parties understand the research, and a pitch for all the campuses to 
participate in the study.     
This social science research project is a supplement to the AGEP grant.  It is not an internal or 
external evaluation.  It is not supposed to interfere with the model.  It runs parallel but distinct 
from the AGEP project.   
Goal of study: As AGEP intends to diversify faculty, we want to contribute to the research 
about factors that contribute to the process, including policies and effects.   
 
Three studies (but currently focused on the first 2).   

1. Ethnographic study: what key factors mitigate or elevate biases during faculty searches 
(covered fields of psychology, biology, engineering) 

2. Experimental Study of faculty hiring: given a package of mock candidates, spend 20 
minutes evaluating the candidates.  Interested in the architecture of the process. What 
changes to the process (eg what could be written differently) to reduce bias.  (covering 
fields of biology and engineering)  

3. CV analysis.   
 
Call for institutions to participate in the project.  Need at least 10 per institute, need 300 and 
will also recruit at biology and engineering conferences.    
 
At the end of the study, will present aggregate results.   
 
Feedback from NSF: is there a firewall between this research and inclusion practices?   
Answer: there should not be. Kerry Ann’s primary focus is to test and improve efficacy to 
mitigate biases in the search process.   
 
NSF allows the researchers to be affected by the research (allows for update).   
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Postdoc-Faculty conversion model (Literature Review; Dawn) 
 
Caveats:  

1. Implementations vary greatly in systems, geography, and other factors. 
2. Invitation to comment. 
3. A lot of room for flexibility.   

 
Four approaches:  

1. Financial support/Hiring incentives 
2. Search Waivers or Target of Opportunity Hires (which included postdocs) 
3. Recruitment aligned with Department hiring needs 
4. Joint Titling (eg: postdoc AND visiting assistant professor) 

 
Model:  
Three levels:  
Institution: search usually deployed here. Similar to a regular faculty search.  
Consortium: indirect/informal, eg: open database in Big10, or NIH networking 
University Systems: eg University of California systems which include financial support, hiring 
incentives, and waivers. 
 
Discussion 

- There is the challenge of retention.  If the person hired had other concerns (eg: spousal 
support) and realizes that the university location is not a good fit (eg: Salisbury in a rural 
area, spouse may not get a job in the area).   

- As tricky as the legal issues of conversion is, the more important part seems to be the 
“commitment to the person [postdoc].”   Currently the commitment is very vague: “if you 
are successful then you may be converted” (note: the speaker used the term “legal 
issues” but may have meant procedural issues).  If the goal is to diversify faculty, then 
the institution/system should be able to find the money to do it.   

- Clarifying question: “Is the commitment to diversity, or to the conversion model?”   
- Another speaker answered: Conversion to Tenure.  (note that previous speaker did not 

confirm or disagree).   
- Is there other data or model for postdoc-faculty conversion other than from the 

University of California systems?   
- University of North Carolina might have data, since their program started in the 80s.   

Suspected conversion rate about 50% (noted that this seemed high to some 
participants). 
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- Must note that there may be non-conversion due to postdoc refusing, or department 
needs not aligned.  Emphasized the role of faculty in search committee in setting the 
right expectations.   

- There may be bias at the faculty level.  If “Laura” is retiring, we must replace “Laura” 
with someone like her (similar research area, but may also mean similar personal 
biases). 

- Why limit to “Biomedical Sciences”?  We chose a field that is common across all 
participating institutions as a pilot, but then the model can be used across disciplines.  
Biomedical sciences would naturally include biology and biochemistry, but can be 
interpreted broadly to a similar program in your institution.  Eg UMB can include 
whatever department that they interpret would fall into this category.   

- At UMCP, in the last 7 years we’ve had 17 postdocs, and 11 converted.  Those who were 
qualified, were offered.  Those who left, went to other universities or left academia.  But 
in all cases the qualified candidates were offered conversion.   

- Hiring faculty may (inadvertently) communicate negatively to the postdoc.  We 
recommend that a “committee” make the hiring decision, not just a PI, to reduce bias.      

- UC Davis example: the committee is tasked to hire the best candidate.  Separate 
work/life/partner issues by referring to an independent W/L consultant (who does not 
report to the committee, but the candidate gets to ask candid questions).   
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The process to develop the MODEL took three steps:  
1. Journey Map: Outlining the journey of a typical postdoc.  With two different pathways 

(predetermined conversion and non-predetermined conversion), each table will be 
responsible for a segment of the journey (Table 1: recruitment, pre-determined; 2: 
conversion, pre-determined; 3: recruitment, non-predetermined; 4: conversion, non-
predetermined).  At the end of the discussion time, each table will share with the large  
group.   The Journey Map included the following elements: phases, specific activities, 
goal, information touchpoints, emotional experience, responsible party, and 
[recommended] improvements.  

2. Create a timeline: For each pathway, the two tables will combine to translate their 
journey map into a timeline.  They will finetune the recruitment-conversion process, 
identify critical problems in conversion that can be addressed at recruitment, and add 
improvements (to address particular aspects that may alleviate the postdocs’ frowns 
into smiley faces).   

3. Model: Convert the timeline (a visual) into a model that can be reproduced by other 
institutions.  Each participant is asked if they Agree/Disagree to the timeline and 
Commit to using it as a model.  
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RESULTS (AFTER STEPS 1 and 2): 
 
PRE-DETERMINED PATHWAY 
 
RECRUITMENT, PREDETERMINED 
Grad school phase: The process needs to start in the final years of graduate school, 
PI/dissertation mentors may identify graduate students as potential candidates for the 
postdoc program.  If identified, the candidate may seek opportunities for mentoring/teaching 
undergraduates, workshops or trainings, networking opportunities, seek multiple mentors.  
This will require a cultural, model, shift, and also mentors might need to be trained to have a 
longer-term perspective. At this time candidates may also be busy finishing up dissertation, 
attend professional meetings, looking for jobs, considering geographical locations for the 
future.    
Goal: preparation  
Responsible party: PI, faculty, career office  
 
Job search phase: identify opportunities, networking, presenting in conferences, web search, 
listservs.  
Goal: identifying multiple opportunities 
 
Application phase: reasons why this position (+ institution, system) is a good long-term fit, 
craft teaching and research statements, inclusive statements, compile letters of support.  Info 
from university websites, so website must be welcoming/inviting. 
Goal: apply to multiple opportunities   
 
Visit/Offer/Negotiation phase: identify if the position is a good match, consider career goals, 
needs vs. wants, alignment with departmental needs.  Negotiate start-up costs, partner hire, 
professional development, support from department, tenure expectations, salary info, regional 
expectations (search committee need to be transparent about strengths and challenges of the 
particular institution/culture/region).  
Goal: Commitment to path (academe)  
 
Recommended improvements:  

- Change in postdoc model: postdoc will not only be mentored by 1 person (PI) to develop 
expertise in the exact same area (and thus cannot be hired into the same department), 
but postdoc will have multiple mentors for various skills and environments.  

- PI also may need to be sold on recruitment.  
- Make departmental websites more inviting, particularly regarding inclusivity.   
- Develop a postdoc community. 
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- More transparency and clarification on tenure expectations, regional expectations, 
salary, partner hire. 
    

CONVERSION, PREDETERMINED 
Phase 1: PROMISE/USM 

- The letter/contract should be concrete and clear about the pathway, and that there will 
be a conversion at the USM level. (currently at UMBC the conversion is in the 
department, but the ideal future is to convert within USM) 

- The postdoc must have the opportunity to visit different institutions, interview with 
them, and start a relationship with desired future institution.   

- Create/develop a sense of community and belonging in the program, at the institute, 
system levels, (cohort model, with built in workshops and shared standard) as well as in 
the community (geographical location, especially in rural areas).  

- Start a portfolio (pre-dossier), which shares a set of standard.  Having a portfolio will 
strengthen their position when they apply for a faculty position.   

- Built-in, multiple points for reflection through their postdoc journey (eg: every semester) 
so the postdoc has an opportunity to reflect on which way the new experience has 
nudged their interest.   

- At the USM level need to have info-sharing.  Minimize ego (“USM postdoc“ vs fear of 
losing “my postdoc”) 

- Provide safety net or other options (eg: teachers certification for those leaving 
academia. Noted that more than 70% of postdocs do not choose academia (this was 
challenged, and corrected to be 70% of graduate students).   

Goal: Preparation for making a commitment 
Responsible party: PROMISE Academy, USM  
 
 Phase 2: Mentor/Board of Directors 

- Multiple mentors, across institutions 
- With a board of directors, can discuss issues, even outside of the program.   
- Lots of opportunity to check-in (reflection points for decision making).   
- Will all campuses have positions, especially those under-resourced? 
- If a (hiring) faculty knows the postdoc is “leaving,” would they withdraw from 

mentoring?  Mentor needs to be trained for the big picture.   
Goal: To reach a decision point.   
Responsible party: Institution, trained pool of mentors.   
 
Phase 3: Institution Orientation  

- Expectations should be communicated clearly at every stage.   
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- Postdoc orientation.  Postdocs need a phase to be postdocs, to be mentored, develop 
community, start developing a portfolio (pre-dossier) to strengthen application, , build in 
reflection exercises for decision making.   

- New faculty orientation. See dual title below.    
- Department orientation.  
- Consider ideal percentages (pie chart or bar chart) of time desired for each task 

(teaching, research, service).  
Responsible Party: Institution @ various levels 
 
Phase 4: Dual title /Predetermined positions 

- The challenge of always be seen as a postdoc (not independent).  To mitigate: use Dual 
titling/joint title.  Be included in the “new faculty” list and orientation.     

- Professional development workshops, PROMISE partners.  
- Position transition/Boundary straddling  
- Need to be able to interview at multiple institutions.   

 
Feedback/Comments:  
In this model, the conversion is PRE-DETERMINED, so all parties should know the expectation -
- that the goal is not necessarily that the conversion is into particular lab/dept/institution.  This 
may be done with “check boxes” - ie. success of the program is considered if all boxes are 
checked (mentoring, workshops, etc.), and not necessarily that the postdoc converts into 
faculty position at said institution.  If so many people need to sign off on the process (ie 
crowdsourcing of the decision) then there will be more “yes” in advance.  Most likely the 
candidate will already start off with more validation and credibility, and also be given a lot 
more independence.  The PI does have to be in full support (perhaps by couching it as filling a 
department need).   
 
The commitment is to the person. It is a success if the postdoc converts into faculty within 
USM, but even if the feedback is not to hire, it should not sound like (or be considered as) a 
failure.  The postdoc will be well equipped for a position outside of USM (and increase faculty 
diversity in the big picture).  The quality of the program will be known in the community, and 
other institutions/systems may vie for candidates.  A possible safety net: candidates who 
leave academia can get a teacher certification.       
 
The common mindset is that a postdoc working under a PI will be trained in the same area of 
expertise, thus cannot be hired by the department, thus must go elsewhere (“itinerant monk” 
model - always on the move).  Need to change the postdoc model (the mindset), to trust that 
the outcome of the training program is competitive, highly qualified individuals that you don’t 
want to lose.  New model with multiple mentors.   
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In SU, there is a commitment to incoming new faculty to train (via workshops) on teaching and 
doing research with undergraduates.  Reasonable to have two parts of the postdoc experience, 
for example research postdoc at UMCP, followed by teaching at SU.    
Perhaps this could be incorporated into the postdoc journey, and add reflection exercises to 
decide “Can I see myself in this role?” 
 
Postdoc needs to have a clear idea of what they’re getting into.  Helpful to show a percentage 
representation  [eg: pie chart]  of time devoted to different responsibilities (teaching, research, 
service).   

    
Is there any value to making two separate pathways?  Should we only offer a “predetermined” 
pathway? 

- Would the candidates feel locked into a pathway that they are not even sure 
about (the end of grad school may be too early to make long-term decisions)? 

- This predetermined pathway works for those candidates who really want to be in 
academia (but perhaps not sure which kind of institution).   
 

 Is this a timeline or a model?  Because it looks very linear, and it does not exactly capture all 
the layers and complexity.  There needs to be the person’s mindset, the faculty level, and 
systems level in concentric circles.   
Answer: It is a timeline of a postdoc journey that will become the basis of the model.   
 
The last question was modified to “Do you Agree and Commit that this is a reasonable 
timeline to convert to a model?” 
Almost all Agreed and Committed.  One person took the commitment to mean the 
commitment of the office (in this case, USM) and withheld the commitment part.   
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NON-PREDETERMINED PATHWAY 
 
RECRUITMENT 
Decision phase:  

- Discussion with current advisor and also reach out to targeted institution, through 
PROMISE workshops (eg Horizon) understand career trajectory, explore the 
diversity/variety of institutions (eg in USM), networking, workshops.   

- Recommend USM presence in professional or national meetings for face-to-face 
recruitment. 

- Importance of face-to-face interaction.   
Goal: Decide to enter academia 
Responsible Party: PI, postdoc  
   
Exploration phase:  

- Look for opportunities via conferences (presence and networking), digitally via websites 
and social media, find a point of contact to help navigate the application process.  

Goal: Decide to enter academia 
Responsible Party:  
 
Application phase:  

- submit application, interview, site visit, gather info to determine if a good fit.  
- Availability of a “navigator” can make the process easier, to clarify the process and 

expectations, to guide through the experiences.     
Goal: Decide to enter academia 
Responsible Party: [USM provides the navigator?] 
 
Choice phase:   

- Decide if the program is a best fit, ideally experience a best (authentic) visit experience 
(where the candidate gets a true feel for the environment, system, culture), consider the 
prospect of conversion, consider the elephant in the room “will I be successful in 
pursuing an academic career?”   

- Again, a navigator to help during this phase can help relieve anxiety, and also show that 
the USM is serious in considering them as a candidate.   

- Applying to the postdoc-faculty conversion program is different than applying to a lab. 
Candidates need to know of the opportunity for faculty hiring, need to proactively gather 
info, and apply (not just working in the lab).  Candidate need to interview [the PI, 
institution, program manager] to determine a good fit.   

Goal: Decide to enter academia 
Responsible Party: USM 
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CONVERSION 
Onboarding Phase:  

- self-assessment, pathway mapping, goal setting.   
- Touchpoints include well-crafted appointment letter (clear expectations), bootcamp (as 

cohort, aware of expectations), semi-annual review.   
Goal: choosing path/self-awareness 
Responsible party: program officer, mentor, department  
 
Development Phase:  

- preparation (different focus and activity for first and 2nd year postdocs, increasing 
independence and responsibilities). 

- exposure to options to determine path of choice.  
- provide experience for teaching/research, pedagogy, management, writing.  
- wellness and balance. 
- Be included in faculty meetings (hear how decisions are made).  

Goal: preparation/exposure 
Responsible party: program or institution, mentor 
 
RefinementPhase:  

- research progress 
- develop independence  
- networking  
- Instead of annual review, need to get feedback within the first 6 months that you are in 

the right path.   
Goal: becoming competitive 
Responsible party: mentor 
 
Placement Phase:  coaching, CV skills, independence, recruitment, negotiation,  
Goal: success 
Responsible party:  
 
Feedback/Comments:  

- Try to get a good fit from the beginning. 
- Make sure that the institution requires demo/proof of things that are actually needed for 

the job.  Eg: SU needs to require a teaching demo, not just a research demo.   
- Improvements: Clearly defined expectations from the beginning, Coordination, Training 

mentors, Promotions, and Champions.   



15 

- Train the mentors to be good mentors for the big picture (this candidate is worth 
mentoring, for the greater good of diversity, not just for the immediate departmental 
needs)  

- Train institutions: they need to reach out and recruit, promote positions.   They need to 
make known of special waivers, and encourage candidates to apply (take the burden off 
the candidates from asking about it).   

- Institutions need to be committed to the individual, champion for the postdoc, 
regardless whether they stay in your institution, in the system or go elsewhere (because 
there is a benefit to the larger community for getting highly prepared, highly qualified 
individuals).   

- Be realistic about institution-specific challenges (geographical, hiring process, etc.).   It 
was brought up that at SU, can only hire faculty if there is a PIN (Position ID Number), 
else cannot hire even if there is a need and funds are available.  New SU president is 
pushing back against this policy, and actually getting hiring done.  This problem is not 
known at UMCP or other institutions.   

- Are there incentives for being/staying in MD?  Will prior experience in MD count towards 
tenure? 

- Visiting assistant professorship *may* count.  Seems like need to be evaluated 
on a case by case basis; sometimes this may not be beneficial. Remember that 
the postdoc years is time for trying out teaching/research, and don’t want for a 
subpar experience to be counted towards the tenure clock.   

- The postdoc program needs to be highlighted.  Recommend adding a database of 
positions [at the USM level].    

- Remove as much uncertainty as possible.  Explain the different kinds of institutions, 
clarify options.   

- The big picture goal is to make the candidate competitive (again, commitment to the 
individual).  Even if the candidate chooses to leave the system, other institutions can 
judge the quality of the postdoc program.   

- Faculty mentor training 
- Enhanced internal USM communication: listservs, database of position for requirement.   
- Work/Life balance 
- Central coordination 
- Symposium (internal USM) so that postdocs get a chance to showcase themselves and 

meet people from USM.   
- Bring back alumni of the program (for success story, encouragement, community) 

 
Team Agreed and Committed to the potential model.    
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TAKEAWAYS (IN ORDER) 
- Benefits to a consortium: additional opportunities for my postdocs.  
- Should we have two different pathways (predetermined AND non-predetermined)? 

Should we change at the systems level, legislation to make all predetermined paths? 
- Non-predetermined pathway has the benefit of not being locked it; more variety of 

options.  
-  Are we committing to the individual upfront, at the institution and systems level? 
- Department needs a forward-looking plan, beyond 3-6 months, so that we can match up 

the postdocs to the hiring process. 
- The program needs to highlight what it means to be successful.  
- Perception of the needs in the consortium (currently all different).  USM has the 

opportunity to provide a unique pathway for URM conversion (but currently is not 
involving HBCU). 

- There is value to getting together [at the retreat] without the scrutiny of a program 
officer.  Learned a lot from each other. Specifically, how to run a faculty search, the 
sequence of events, look beyond number of publications and school pedigree.  

- Uncertainty is part of the [postdoc-faculty] journey.  How to balance serving the student 
and serving the institution, how to be helpful and yet flexible, so not to overtax the 
postdoc.   

- A lot happens on the recruiting side, so we still need to invest in graduate students in 
this process (even though officially the grant for graduate students has expired).  

- A “Champion” to help the postdocs create an opportunity for themselves, help them get 
clarity.   The outcome will be increased diversity and success in USM, or increased 
quality and success anywhere. 

- Appreciate this day, the structure to convert data to model. 
- Upcoming postdoc convention [at UMB].  Can apply what we’ve learned/done here for a 

successful convening.   
- Graduate students need to hear about these opportunities early on (before year 5).  
- Importance of professional development, mentorship. 
- Diversifying the system.  A loss for one is gain for another.  [consider the larger picture: 

even if the candidate is not hired in a particular institution, the candidate is highly 
qualified ata different place]. 

- Need for all institutions to work together.  Postdocs have a lot of opportunities and 
choices.  Embrace the different needs and directions.   

- Limitation of faculty line.  Assumed that an outgoing faculty need to be replaced with a 
younger replica (mini-me).  Need to rethink faculty fields, as younger researchers tend 
to be more cutting edge.   

- Potential of systems approach is more powerful that originally assumed.  Assume 2 
postdocs, 2 line for $250k, can we find that?  Yes, if we really want to.   



17 

- These programs are so important.  The biggest challenge is the alignment of goals 
(from institution to systems).  It’s important to have these meetings to coordinate and 
align.   

-  Great ideas.  
-  At the end of the day, we are all smiling and excited to work together.   
- Camaraderie, laughter, promise of the program.   
- Engagement is high!  Thank you for your willingness to participate.   

 
Meeting ended at 2:15pm.   
 
 
Recurring themes:  

- Remove uncertainty, clarify conversion process, clarify expectations. 
- Commitment to the individual’s success beyond just increasing diversity at one 

institution.   
- Mindsets need to change => bigger picture. 
- Multiple mentors, multiple institutions.  
- Build in reflection opportunities for decision making.   
- USM provide a “navigator” or a “champion” for the candidate, to show that USM is 

committed to their success.      
- When we work together, we can accomplish more.  

 
 

  



18 

 

 
Figure 1: Journey Map: Recruitment for PREDETERMINED PATHWAY 
 
 

 
Figure 2: Journey Map: Conversion for PREDETERMINED PATHWAY 
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Figure 3: PREDETERMINED PATHWAY Timeline after Step 1 (combining discussion points 
from Figures 1 and 2).   
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Figures 4: PREDETERMINED PATHWAY Visual Timeline after Step 2.  Improvements added to 
recruitment (top) and conversion (bottom) stages.      
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Figure 5: Journey Map: Recruitment for NON-PREDETERMINED PATHWAY 
 

 
Figure 6: Journey Map: Conversion for NON-PREDETERMINED PATHWAY 
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Figure 7: NON-PREDETERMINED PATHWAY Timeline after Step 1 (combining discussion 
points from Figures 5 and 6).   
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Figures 8: NON-PREDETERMINED PATHWAY Visual Timeline after Step 2.  Improvements 
added to recruitment (top) and conversion (bottom) stages.      
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Figure 9: Takeaways 
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Figures 10 (A-C) Notes from events prior to the model development.   
 
  
 
 
 
 



NSF AGEP Maryland State System Alliance Model
Year 1 Reverse Site Visit 
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NSF AGEP HRD Awards: University of Maryland Baltimore County (UMBC) (1820984), University of Maryland 
College Park (UMCP) (1820975), University of Maryland at Baltimore (UMB) (1820983), and Salisbury 

University (SU) (1820971), and Towson University (TU) (1820974)

Mark H. Leddy, Program Officer, Alliances for Graduate Education and the Professoriate (AGEP), Division of Human Resource 
Development (HRD), Directorate for Education and Human Resources (EHR), National Science Foundation (NSF)



 Congratulations to the team for planning the reverse site visit while NSF staff were 
furloughed.  The team has experience working well together.

 There is a rich diversity of institutional partners with a long history of conducting 
AGEP award activities to advance historically underrepresented minorities in STEM.

 The state system model has high promise for replication/reproduction.

 Strong institutional support and resources appear to be evident.

 There is positive past experience with postdoctoral fellow conversions to faculty.

 The team is committed to addressing institutional culture and climate, and the 
implicit bias in hiring practices.



 There is some possible potential to lead national conversations about faculty 
diversity in STEM and about conversion practices, policies and resources.

 The engagement of top institutional leaders offers an opportunity for broad 
dissemination to the “power brokers” at institutions of higher education.

 The social science research findings will likely be disseminated to a wide audience. 

 Other institutions of higher education may adapt or adopt some of the activities 
this Alliance Model team employs.

 Future STEM doctoral students, post-doctoral scholars and early career faculty, who 
are historically underrepresented minorities, are likely to be impacted by the work 
this Alliance Model team does to improve professional skill development, 
mentoring, and institutional policies, practices, climate and culture.



AGEP PROMISE Academy Alliance

• There is a solid underlying foundation upon which to build the AGEP 
Alliance Model. 

• Revise the project branding to the title posted in the header.
• In addition to a year 2 site visit, a multi-day reverse site visit is 

recommended in September, 2019 to review progress.
• Submit the responses to the panel’s reported concerns and their 

recommendations in the June 2, 2019 annual report.
• There is great potential, if there is careful documentation, for other 

state systems to reproduce, replicate, adapt or adopt the Alliance 
Model or select components of the model.



“…goal of developing, implementing, 
studying, evaluating and disseminating a 

state level AGEP Alliance model to increase 
the number of historically underrepresented 

minority tenure-track faculty in the 
biomedical sciences.”



 The team does not appear to understand the AGEP Alliance Model project goal.
 The team should create a schematic representation of the AGEP Alliance Model to 

demonstrate improved understanding of the goal and conceptualization of the 
model activities the AGEP Alliance will conduct collaboratively.

 The team should hold an annual offsite retreat for 1.5-2 days in length, that is 
facilitated by an expert in team collaboration processes, to focus on the AGEP 
Alliance Model work and address project goal activities, successes and failures.

 The team needs to improve their collaboration so that the power differential across 
universities is addressed. Kudos to the comprehensives for their contributions!

 The team should generate a chart, or other visual representation, that includes (in 
as simplified a manner as possible) the Alliance’s organizational structure, the 
division of labor (with roles and responsibilities), and a timeline of when different 
leadership and working groups gather to conduct project decision-making and work.

 The logic model should be revised to create stronger connections between self-
study of the model, measurement of model success, and project sustainability.



 Identify a permanent AGEP Alliance project director who has prior experience as a 
postdoctoral scholar, preferably in a Maryland system university.  Provide a timeline.

 The interim AGEP Alliance project director’s non-AGEP Alliance Model workload 
should be reduced to improve project management and progress.  Provide a plan.

 There needs to be a project coordinator at each institution that will work with AGEP 
participants.

 The panel was surprised to learn that the team did not appear to meet on a regular 
and frequent basis.  
 The leadership team should meet bi-monthly.  
 Subgroups should meet more frequently
 The team of project coordinators should meet at least once a month to 

collaborate, but more frequently would be better.
 The external advisory board should be engaged more frequently, with 

communication occurring to ensure their expert feedback is integrated into the 
project. 



SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH

 KerryAnn O’Meara’s leadership of the research is a strength.
 The research does not appear to be novel.
 Explore ways to differentiate/distinguish studies 1 and 2.
 Clearly define how qualifications from chemistry, psychology and 

engineering will be assessed.
 How will the assessments of the recent doctoral graduates be 

conducted in disciplines that may vary significantly in the requirements 
for “qualification”?

 Provide non-lead research team members with more opportunities for 
professional development and networking.  Use the site visits and the 
AGEP National Research Conferences as venues for these 
opportunities.



Self-Study
 The logic model should be revised to create stronger connections between 

self-study of the model, measurement of model processes and assessment of 
specific model components.
 There should be a rubric with metrics for identifying postdoctoral scholar 

candidates, selecting faculty mentors, and evaluating the success of the 
mentoring relationships.
 The creation of common learning outcomes for the postdoctoral scholars, 

who are converting to faculty, across research, teaching, professional skills 
and career preparation would be valuable to the project and, more 
importantly, would help the participants self-assess their progress.
 The personnel who lead the self-study initiatives, and any assessment of the 

participants and mentors, should be different from the project director or the 
coordinators, who must maintain good working relationships with 
participants. 



External Independent Evaluation
 Consider replacing the external evaluators.  The panel recommends 

that a more suitable evaluation team be identified.  The panel 
recommends replacing Westat with an evaluator, or an evaluation 
team, that understands the AGEP Maryland State System Alliance 
Model and can apply an appropriate evaluation framework. 
 The evaluation questions that have been proposed should be revised 

and more closely aligned with the project goal and planned activities.
 Evaluation data needs to be collected as soon as possible, and it 

appears that it has not been collected because UMBC failed to put a 
contract into place for the Westat evaluation team.
 The UMBC original budget request identified that external 

evaluators would be two consultants and funding was requested on 
Proposal Budget Request line G.3. Consultant Services.   



FY 2020 is Year 2 Site Visit

Following review and approval of the Year 1 Annual Reports (due June 2, 
2019), NSF will make a decision about whether there will be any additional 
reverse site visits or site visits in Year 1 or in Year 2 (in additional to the 
planned Year 2 site visit), and/or whether NSF will or will not request 
quarterly interim reports, and/or whether NSF will or will not request 
additional actions, observations, assessment panels/visits or reports.

Please submit the June 2, 2019 Annual Reports as early as possible for 
consideration of any supplements or new NSF award actions.
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