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Community - Engaged    Scholarship   for  Health  Collaborative   


Dear Collaborative members:

It has been my pleasure to again serve as the chair of the Collaborative’s Peer Review Workgroup this year. I am writing to update you about the work of our group this year and to provide you with the context for the document you are receiving.  Our group has focused on developing a “package” of materials that can be used to inform RPT committees about what quality community-engaged scholarship (CES) is and how to recognize it in the documentation provided by RPT candidates, and to assist RPT candidates in presenting their best case for promotion or tenure as community-engaged scholars. 

Our package includes definitions of terms related to CES; a description of characteristics of quality CES; a sample abbreviated dossier including vita, narrative statements and a letter of support; a summary of how well the work documented in this dossier aligns with the characteristics of quality CES; and two tables documenting the ways in which teaching and research are enhanced through community engagement. These materials have been presented at several conferences, pre-conference workshops and faculty gatherings in the last year and the feedback from participants has been incorporated into the current version. We plan to add to this package. One piece of feedback we received is that the sample dossier is too “traditional.”  This candidate would not present a challenge to RPT committees because her work would meet typical tenure track criteria and no special attention to would need to be given to her community engagement. Therefore we plan to create another sample dossier that presents a candidate that is a strong community-engaged scholar but does not have, for example, the usual numbers of publication in peer reviewed journals. We also plan to add instructions for completing the “mock RPT committee” exercise that we have used effectively at various conferences and meetings. Powerpoint slides from conference presentations will also be added.

During our time together in Washington DC we would like to talk with you about:  ideas for additional ways to improve the package and how to increase participation in and energy for this next round of revisions. We would also like to discuss strategies for evaluating the materials and documenting the impact of their use.  And of course, in order to create impact, we must get the materials in circulation. Therefore, we will be asking for your ideas about both strategies for encouraging use on our and other campuses and outlets for publications.

Thank you for reviewing the enclosed material and giving it your thoughtful attention. I look forward to seeing you in DC.
Sincerely,

Cathy Jordan
On behalf of the Peer Review Workgroup
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