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1. Executive Summary

2007-08 was the first full year of QEP activities. With the Director of the Faculty Center for
Teaching and Learning position filled by Dr. Jim Owen and the QEP Writing Specialist position’
filled by Dr. Robert Cummings, the QEP began in earnest. The first concern of the year was
creating a baseline measurement of student writing level using CLAQWA.. After English 1101
and 1102 writing samples were gathered and assessed to create the baseline measurements in
2006, the QEP continued to measure student writing in 2007-08. Comparisons were made
between the spring 2007 prompt and the spring 2008 prompt which indicated gains in all but one
of the sixteen areas of measurements.

The QEP team continued to bolster the CSU’s efforts to teach writing to competent and
professional writers. Through its defined interventions of fellowships, course reassignments, and
grants, multiple faculty and students experienced substantive writing skill improvement. Several
events were created to both keep a campus focus on the QEP and to provide practical writing
skill improvement. In the spring of 2008, the QEP also created the first Celebration of Student
Writing to showcase the interaction between its successful initiatives at the competent and
professional levels.

The challenge of revising the assessment plan to make it more learner-centered was addressed in

this important year, and the QEP team remains optimistic that it will be able to meet the goals as
defined in its plan.
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II. Report on Progress toward Goals

A. Goal 1: To Provide an Infrastructure for Professional Development Activities to
Improve Student Writing

The framers of the QEP took seriously the SACS goal of bringing about cultural change on
campus. While the purpose of any QEP must be to improve student learning, the key to
improving student learning is developing faculty into more effective teachers. At the time that
CSU was focusing its QEP, CSU lacked a central structure for professional development.

Hence, step one of our QEP was the establishment of the Faculty Center for the Enhancement of
Teaching and Learning to serve as the infrastructure for all faculty development activities related
to CSU’s writing initiative. Both the QEP plan and the QEP budget specify that the Faculty
Center have a Director, a QEP Writing Specialist, and an Administrative Assistant.

The nation-wide search for a director for the Faculty Center began in Fall 2006. Jim Owen,
Professor of English, was hired to begin July 1, 2007; he continues to teach for the English
Department. Robert Cummings, Director of First Year Composition and Assistant Professor of
English, was hired as QEP Writing Specialist beginning Angust 1, 2007; in addition to
continuing his duties as FYC Director, Dr. Cummings continues to teach for the Department of
English. In August 2007, Ms. Sharron Caldwell was hired as Senior Administrative Assistant;
she took on the task of gathering and analyzing data, scheduling and promoting QEP events, and
handling all materials related to fellowships, grants, reassignment time applications, and teaching
awards. Ms. Caldwell held this position until July 2008; she left because of relocation. CSU as
placed under a hiring freeze, and her position has not been filled.

The Faculty Center is housed in a small suite of offices in the basement of Richards Hall. It
contains a small conference room, a storage room, the senior administrative assistant’s office,
and the Director’s office. The small conference room contains a library of books about teaching
and about the teaching of writing,

Objective 1: Establish an Infrastructure for Faculty Development Related to
Student Writing

Once the Director was hired and office space was secured, the QEP was required to establish an
Advisory Committee and an Oversight Committee. The Advisory Committee is set up in sucha |
fashion that faculty are in charge of all major decisions regarding faculty development issues.

The membership of the committee is composed of a faculty member from each of CSU’s
academic units; these representatives serve two-year terms. The chair of the QEP Advisory
Committee must be a faculty member. In addition, the Advisory Committee must have staff and
student representation.

There are currently six ex officio members of the QEP Advisory Committee: Dr. Joyce Hickson,
Assistant Vice President for Academic Affairs; Dr. Gina Sheeks, Vice President of Student
Affairs; Dr. Bill Hortman, Director of Institutional Research; Dr. Bob Cummings, QEP Writing
Specialist; Dr. Jim Owen, Director of the Faculty Center; and Dr. Noreen Lape, Director of the
Writing Center. From the QEP Advisory Committee, various subcommittees are formed to
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examine faculty applications for Fellowships, Mini-Grants, Reassignment Time, and Outstanding
Teacher of Writing Awards. The subcommittees make recommendations to the full committee.

In addition, Drs. Hickson, Hortman, Owen, and Cummings make up the QEP Oversight
Committee which meets weekly to address QEP-related issues. During our first year of
operation, most of our time has been devoted to coming up with an assessment plan that fits the
nature of our project.

Professors Owen and Cummings, along with members of the QEP Advisory Committee, are the
central recruiters for faculty members interested in undertaking QEP-related activities and
projects.

Objective 2: Provide Incentives for Faculty to Participate in Professional ]
Development Activities ¢

When faculty focus groups were asked what it would take to get them to alter their teaching
methodologies, there were four answers: (1) the opportunities for ongoing professional
development; (2) time; (3) money; and (4) recognition. During our first year of operation, the
Faculty Center effectively met each of these challenges.

First, Drs. Cummings and Owen designed and implemented a full-year Faculty Writing
Fellowship Program. We put out a call for fellowships at the beginning of Fall 2007 and
received 16 applications for 5 available slots; the quality of applications were so good that the
Advisory Committee recommended funding an additional fellowship. Fellows meet regularly as
a group with the Writing Specialist in the fall term planning for ways to incorporate writing into
at least on of their spring classes; during spring term they institute changes that they have
designed and assess the ways that the teaching of writing has affected their students’ learning.
As a culmination of their fellowships, these faculty members’ students make presentations at the
CSU Celebration of Student Writing. In academic year 2007-2008, we had six Faculty Writing
Feflows: Drs. John Barone, Tina Butcher, Jennifer Pitts, Amanda Rees, Bonita Williams, and
Orion Wertz. (Each academic unit had at least one Faculty Writing Fellow in this first year’s
group, which was important in that the Advisory Committee recommend that extra care be taken
in recruiting faculty participants from across campus.)

B. Goal 2: To Improve and Faculty and Staff Knowledge, Skills, and Attitudes Relaied to
Student Writing

In AY 2007-2008, the QEP has made tremendous strides toward improving faculty knowledge,
skills and attitudes toward student writing. The QEP is nothing less than a visible affirmation of
the campus’s ethos as a whole, and in particular its concern about writing. Faculty looked at
wide-range of topics in planning for the QEP and the selection of writing indicated a broad
consensus and common desire to improve student writing across campus, This common
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denominator in the CSU community indicates an awareness from teachers of all disciplines not

only that the vitality of the degrees we confer depends upon our graduates’ abilities communicate

what they learn at CSU, but that indeed writing is not only a tool to present that knowledge but to
" obtain it.

To empower the faculty’s good will in to effective writing instruction, in 2007-08 the QEP

conducted the following activities,

Objective 1: Identify and Recruit Faculty and Staff Participants

Writing Fellows, Reassignment Time Recipients, Grant Recipients

One of the largest, most visible, and most significant outreach programs in the QEP is the faculty
fellows program. Faculty with the desire to improve writing in their classes are assisted by the
QEP Director and Writing Specialist in a number of ways.

Writing Fellows

Writing Fellows propose a plan to enhance writing in a course or courses. In concert with the
Writing Specialist, these innovators develop a comprehensive approach to improving students’
writing skills, the establishment of outcomes for writing, and the assessment of those outcomes.
During 2007-08, Owen and Cummings recruited faculty heavily to publicize this new program
and to solicit applications. After visiting every college on campus and the library, they received
15 complete applications from faculty in Theatre, Geography, Business Management, Art,
Education (2), English (2), University College/College Success, Ecology, History, Philosophy,
International Business, African Studies, and Library Studies.

The following faculty were selected:

e Dr. John Barone for his proposal to improve the frequency of writing in Ecology
through weekly field journals, lab reports, and a capstone project;

* Dr. Tina Butcher who sought to establish writing as a tool for learning in College
Success, bringing the essential confidence to participate in the academic process to an
audience of at-risk students;

¢ Dr. Jennifer Pitts, whose Information Systems Management capstone project sought to
give students on the cusp of graduating in to the working world the abilities to interpret,
understand, and manage the data produced through information technology;

e Dr. Amanda Rees for her comprehensive plan to employ student writing about outcomes
in both upper- and lower-division instruction;
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Dr. Bonita Williams whose plan involved using technology to train future and current
teachers to help students identify and explain how they acquired reading and writing
skills through “literacy natratives” to reinforce their enhancement;

Dr, Orion Wertz whose innovative proposal combined writing to learn techniques with
the traditional studio art practice of critique, bringing reflective writing practices to an
area of academia where they are often absent.

The number of students benefiting from writing-enriched classes taught by the fellows was 261
in academic year 2007-2008.

While these six were selected to become fellows, the fifteen applications represented a rich and
diverse pool of faculty talent and thinking toward which the 2006 QEP development process
could only portend. In order to maximize the transformative potential of these applications,
several faculty with promising Fellows applications who were not selected to participate as
Fellows were approached to participate in the two remaining programs: grants and release time.

(Grants and Reassienment Time Awardees

A total of $11, 400 dollars in QEP grants were awarded for Spring 2008. Under the guidance of
the QEP Advisory Committee, a call for proposals was designed and implemented; all faculty
were informed through electronic mail. The Advisory Committee formed a subcommittee to
rate the proposals with a rubric; the subcommittee majority voice was faculty and staff. The
following faculty members were selected

Clinton Barineau from the Department of Chemistry and Geology was awarded
$2,400 for his project, “The Story of Quartz.” In his Geology 1121 sections in the
spring, he offered students to choice to tackle an ongoing Weekly writing assignment in
place of weekly quizzes.

June Goyne, Chair of the Department of Nursing, was awarded a grant of $2,000 to be
divided among three of her faculty members who piloted a shared assessment program
with Nursing junior papers. Professor Goyne’s department worked closely with Drs.
Cummings and Owen in developing a rubric for evaluating a specific assignment that
all junior nursing majors are required to write. '

John Studstill from the Department of Psychology and Sociology was awarded $1,400
for his project, “The Ultimate Term Paper.” Rather than have students in his
Anthropology 3125 class write a final paper, he divided up the paper into processed
steps in order to offer continuous feedback throughout the writing process.

John Theis from the Department of Finance was awarded $1,000 for his project,
“Shared Assessment of Writing in Senior Finance Capstone Classes.” He piloted a
shared assessment model whereby a random selection of the cases written in the
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capstone class would be read by two “outside” readers (professors within the Finance
department) in addition to the lead instructor.

o Florence Wakoko-Studstill, from the Department of Psychology and Sociology,
received a grant of $2,400 for her project, “Mainstreaming Writing in Sociology:
Writing to Learn,” in which she added various writing assignments such as reflective
journals and weekly responses to both her Spring Sociology 1101 class and her Fall
Sociology 4108 class.

o Elizabeth Wurz, from the Division of Basic Studies, was awarded $2,000 for her
project, “Inviting Learning Support Writers into Academic Conversations: A Long-term
Evaluation of the Successes and Retention of Learning Support Writers.” While Dr.
Wurz’s grant immediately impacted her English 0098 and 0099 classes in Spring 2008,
it also represents an on-going project: she introduced an electronic writers discussion
board for her students and incorporated her students into CSU’s “World Without
Borders” experiences to give them something common to reflect upon. She has
developed a database and is tracking the success and retention of these students over a
five-year period.

Reassignment Time AY 2007-2008

Reassignment time proved a harder sell than grants. QEP monies were offered to departments
willing to lighten a faculty member’s course load by one class for a semester; the QEP paid for
a part-time faculty member to cover the reassigned faculty member’s class. Reassigned faculty
members then worked on QEP-related projects.

Few faculty members applied; hence, the QEP Advisory Commiittee suggested using the funds

allotted to support other projects. There were, however, two faculty members reassigned Spring
2008:

e Dr. Becky Becker, from the Department of Theatre, agreed to teach a writing intensive
theatre class, Theatre 3178. In this class, she required her students to write an extensive
dramaturgical analysis of a play. These papers were in the 30-40 page range, certainly
difficult for undergraduates unfamiliar with such extensive studies. Dr. Becker
designed the assignment as a process, and she provided feedback to her students
throughout the class.

e Dr. Virginia Causey, from the Department of History, was given reassignment time to
work on her project, “Writing to Learn in History.” Dr. Causey’s project was a
curriculum redesign, aimed at bringing more writing projects in both History 2112 and
History 3105, with the intention of better preparing history majors at CSU for their
senior-level writing class. As Dr. Causey’s proposal will affect all history majors at
CSU, hundreds of students will benefit from her work in vears to come; the average
enrollment for Spring 2112 classes is 400,
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Total Number of Students Affected Through Writing Enriched Classes From QEP Grants
or Reassignment Time, Spring 2008: 378.

Department-level Recruitments: Nursing, History, Art. and Art History

Under the leadership of Dr. June Goyne, the CSU Nursing department has been the vanguard of
the enhancement of writing instruction, sefting an example for all departments. Their
participation in the QEP began early, as they sent a large group of faculty to the first CLAQWA
sessions in August of 2006. Driven by the desire to improve the literacy skills of their graduates
in occupational health care settings, the Nursing Department has been largely self-directed by its
own sense of the urgency of its students’ writing needs.

Working with the FCETL Director and the QEP Writing Specialist, they have developed
substantial mandatory writing components to three required Nursing courses: NURS 3176,
NURS 3275, and NURS 4177. Each course writing component served as a capstone experience
for students, integrating various curricular strands within the course and building on knowledge
between courses,

The department has also taken writing assessment to a new level: working on its own, it
developed an innovative, internal writing rubric to assess student work in these three courses.
The terms of the rubric were inspired by the CLAQWA rubric, but also adapted to fit the values
of the nursing discipline. The department has also quickly identified sophisticated issues in
writing assessment, such as inter-rater reliability, and furthered a team assessment plan which
allows faculty to learn from assessment in other courses and provides a more coherent
development of writing skills for nursing students. The department later collaborated with the
QEP Writing Director to substantially revise and refine to the rubric to better reflect teacher
needs, student reactions, and the principles of composition and writing assessment (see exhibit
1). The resulting rubric is truly an artifact of advanced writing instruction in contemporary
nursing scholarship and has been the topic of collaboration between Dr, Cummings and scholars
in Nursing at other institutions; hopefully this will lead to academic paper in the future with input
from the CSU Nursing department, the Nursing Department at the University of Iowa, and Dr.
Cummings.

On September 14, 2007, the Nursing department held a planning retreat and invited Drs. Owen
and Cummings to participate. Dr. Cummings delivered a presentation to the faculty of the
department on writing rubrics and writing assessment to foreground a general discussion on
successes and needs of the early version of the rubric (see exhibit 2). After the presentation, an
open workshop was held where all nursing faculty participated in the development of the revised
writing rubric. Taking the suggestions from the faculty as a whole about the successes and
failures of the early version of the rubric, Dr. Cummings returned two weeks later with a revised
rubric.

In addition to working with Nursing, Drs. Owen and Cummings dedicated time in 2007-08 to

curricular revision within the History Department. Although efforts with History have not yet
yielded the comprehensive curricular refocus initially encouraged by the chair of the department
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during their CPR process the QEP has worked with History faculty individually to employ the
new oufcomes-based writing assessment plan.

Similarly, in 2007-08 Drs. Owen and Cummings met with CSU’s art department to discuss
curricular reform to emphasize writing. In several meetings with then chair, Mara Scrupe, QEP
representatives outlined a set of possibilities for addressing writing at multiple levels in art
instruction, based in part on the great success of Orion Wertz enjoyed during the summer of
2007 in introducing writing in to studio art courses. Owen and Cummings also learned how art
was viewed by students with low confidence in writing skills as a “safe” discipline, or one where
little writing was involved. Working with the natural overlap in portfolios — or between
electronic portfolios now popular in writing assessment and the rich history of portfolio
assessment traditionally associated with art instruction — conversations with the chair formed
several options which were then taken to the department as a whole. However, due in part to
internal staffing changes within the art department, and devotion of subsequent energy toward
replacing departed colleagues, any changes in the teaching of writing for the Art Department will
be postponed until staffing levels return to normal, hopefully in 2009-10.

Art History, however, has been able to maintain its focus under the leadership of Dr. Claire
McCoy with the assistance of Professors Michele McCrillis and Barbara Johnston. In 2007-08,
Art History consulted with Dr. Cummings to develop a comprehensive curricular review to
emphasize writing in the teaching of Art History. In fact, the program intends to place writing
skills at the heart of its newly revised mission statement, reflecting the emphasis which the
discipline of Art History places upon writing as a vehicle for students to research, explore,
comprehend and communicate the historical, cultural, and aesthetic significance of art. These
discussions culminated in the program’s application for QEP grant money, and with the funds
from this grant the program will hire a writing consultant and host a retreat at the end of spring
semester 2009 to investigate comprehensive curricular changes to writing in Art History.

Outstanding Teaching of Writine Awards

The QEP document called for the development of annual monetary awards for outstanding
teaching of writing. As written, the document calls for up to 11 awards to be given annually:
two to each college, one to the library. The document specified that the library award be $500
and the rest be $1000,

In discussion with the QEP Advisory Committee, Dr. Owen suggested that the library faculty
would be slighted if their award was half of what others received. The committee agreed to
change the awards to $1000 per awardee, regardless of college.

Further, it was agreed that the award should be open to any active teacher at CSU, part-time or
full-time, regardless of tenure-irack status. Hence, the committee felt that the award treated all
faculty equally.
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Finally, it was agreed that nominations would be accepted from candidates who wished to
nominate themselves, from students who wished to nominate their professors, from staff
members who wished to recognize the contributions of a teacher, or from other faculty
members. The nominations were opened, and advertisements ran in the Saber, email messages
and reminders targeted all segments of the campus community.

Nominees were then asked to supply a packet containing sample assignments, a statement of
their strategies toward teaching effective writing, and other information that would state the
case for their candidacy.

Twenty five nominees turned in their packets. A faculty-led subcommittee of the QEP
Advisory Committee selected 10 finalists and also requested three honorable mention awards of
$300 per.

Awardees:
» Dr. Joseph McCallus, English
o Dr. Tom Dolan, Political Science
e Dr. Tom Hackett, Edupational Leadership
e Dr. James Brewbaker, Teacher Education
e Dr. John Barone, Biology
e Dr. Rodrigo Obando, Computer Science
e Dr. Neal Thomson, Marketing and Management
e Professor Erma Banks, Library |
@ Dr. Teresa Irvin, Basic Studies

o Dr, Elizabeth Wurz, Basic Studies
Honorable Mentions:
o Dr. Kristen Hansen, Music

e Dr. Zodiac Webster, Chemistry/Geology
e Dr. Noreen Lape, English
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Objective 2: Provide Faculty with Instructional Strategies that Facilitate Improved
Student Writing

Celebration of Student Writing

CSU’s first Celebration of Student Writing was held on April 15, 2008, in the Flizabeth Bradley
Turner Center. The event was constructed as a showcase of student writing to facilitate the
connection between the two halves of the QEP: professional writing and competent writing. As
such, this science-fair type of event featured the writing of the students in the classes of our
writing fellows. The audience for this event was the entire cohort of first-year composition
writers who were asked to attend the event and write a summary of what they saw and found
particularly illuminating in terms of writing. In addition to providing a showcase for the work of
students enrolled in the Fellows’ courses, the CSW reinforced another pedagogical purpose —
allowing first-year students to understand the role of writing in advanced classes. And perhaps
most importantly, it was truly a celebration of our undergraduate’s work. Cokes and popcorn
were provided, but the atmosphere of students explaining the significance of their writing with
expertise and a natural sense of accomiplishment controlled the tone of the event.

The QEP was able to produce a short video for the event, which is temporarily stored here:

hitp://'www.youtube.com/watch?v=P7UpdSWv1CY

CSU’s first Celebration of Student Writing also had the effect of placing the teaching methods of
the Fellows on display for other faculty to view. The Fellows were available for this event, and
many additional faculty attended. In addition, several Fellows would later present the details of
their pedagogy in special public sessions at the library.

Nursing and Art History Interventions

The special departmental and program level interventions with Nursing and Art History,
mentioned earlier in document, provide additional evidence of how the QEP has provided CSU
faculty with instructional strategies to facilitate improved student writing, Numerous workshops
with faculty, departmental retreats, and workshops on the use of rubrics or the creation of
assignments, have all assisted in creating opportunities for the improvement of the teaching and
learning environment for writing. Both programs sought assistance with revising writing “from
the ground up” by interrogating their prior assumptions on the role of student writing and then
revising strategies and curricula to improve and emphasize outcomes. Over thirty-one nursing
faculty and three Art History faculty have participated in these instructional strategies to improve
student writing.
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CLAOWA

Although the role of CLAQWA, our writing assessment instrument, will be discussed further
under the assessment portion of this document, it is important to acknowledge that the
introduction of this writing assessment instrument, and certainly faculty training with the
instrument, constitute important instances of providing faculty with significant instructional
strategies to facilitate improved student writing. During 2006-08 (names are given here for the
two year period to preserve the record and indicate the disciplinary diversity of participants), the
following faculty received instruction on writing assessment generally, and the CLAQWA
program specifically, as they spent at least four hours assessing student writing samples:

e Sandra Coffey, English

o Hongying Dai, Mathematics

e Josh Eyler, English

o Joyce Hickson, VPAA

e Barbara Hunt, English

e Terry Irvin, Basic Studies
‘o Patricia Ivey, English

e Tyrone Jones, English

¢ Jackie Konan, Classical and Modern Languages

s Vicky Langston, DATCOB

s Noreen Lape, English

e« Tom Loughman, DATCOB

e Nancy Moore, English

e (retchen Nevins, English

e Jim Owen, FCETL

e Janice Rholetter, English

o John Summerfield, English

¢ Daniel Van Kley, Philosophy

e Scott Wilkerson, English

o Bonita Williams, Education

e Rachael Williams, English
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Crystal Woods, English

Andres Jauregui, Economics
Pamela Baker, History

Gail Jones, Nursing

Andres Evans, Nursing

Jean Arrighi, Nursing

Sarah Angermuller, Nursing
Tammy Condrey, Nursing
Stephen Levin, English

Jennifer Moody, Nursing
Catrina Latimore, English

- Sallie Miller, Reading Education
Stephen Barber

Reagan Grimsley, Library Science
Péula Walker, Health Science
Beverly Venable, Marketing
Kelli Whitted, Nursing

Rodrigo Obando, Computer Science
Tara Redmond, Health Science
Gina Sheeks, Communication
Rhonda Hollis, Nursing

Bobbie Hunter, Nursing

Aimee Vael, Nursing

LaTonya Pringle, Nursing
Lowanda Johnson, Nursing
Sheri Noviello, Nursing

Lisa Frander, Nursing

Noreen McDonough, Nursing
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s Therese M. Lahnstein, Nursing
e June Goyne, Nursing

s Ron Linton, Mathematics

e Tim Howard, Mathematics

o Charlotte Ingram, Nursing

¢ Roger Fontana, English

o Mark Schmidt, Psychology

o April Phillips, Psychology

e Tina Butcher, Education

e Tommy Delaney, English

e Retha Martin, Communication
o Neal McCrillis, History & CIE
e Amada Rees, Geology

e Cindy Henning, Mathematics

Writing Workshops: Chris Anson

Professor Chris Anson, who directs the Writing and Speaking Program at North Carolina State
University, conducted two two-hour workshops for CSU faculty members on 11 April 2008.
Professor Anson’s program was one of the writing initiatives studied by the designers of the
CSU QEP, and he had indicated to Dr. Owen that he would design workshops for our faculty.

Dr. Anson designed two workshops: “Reading, Writing, and Critical Thinking,” and “Strategies
for Evaluating Student Writing.”

Twenty seven faculty members and several students from the Writing Center attended either one
or both of the workshops.

Workshops were evaluated by participants and the responses were superb. Dr. Anson has
agreed to return.
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Objective 3: Establish Resources Related to Promoting Student Success in
Improving Writing Abilities

Faculty Forums

In 2007-08, the QEP staff held four faculty forums to develop and promote writing pedagogy
strategy with all faculty, promote upcoming programs, and listen to faculty concerns about
writing. Our purpose was two-fold: we wished to provide faculty with a clear idea of what the
writing program was accomplishing, but more importantly, we wished to recruit participants for
the program.

In fact, Drs. Elizabeth Wurz and Clinton Barineau became interested in applying for QEP grant
funding through learning about the QEP at our fall forum. Both received grants; Dr. Wurz went
on to win an Qutstanding Teacher of Writing Award and she currently represents University
College on the QEP Advisory Committee.

C. Goal 3: To Establish Writing as a Tool for Enhanced Student Learning in
Undergraduate Courses and Programs

Goal 3-A: To Acquire Writing Skills Appropriate for Success at the General
Education Level -- The Competent Writer

FYC CompTalk and Other Profession Development

During the 2007-08 petiod, Robert Cummings introduced new faculty development opportunities
for writing to expand on those efforts already underway in FYC which serve to help teachers of
writing at the competent phase to enhance their pedagogical skills. Professional development for
the First-Year Composition staff at CSU is inherently complex, given the fact that teachers are a
$0 many points in their careers: we have part-time teachers who teach high school during the day
and are only available at night, we have part-time teachers who teach for us as well as up to three
additional institutions, full-time instructors, and full-time faculty. The main challenge in creating
outreach for these groups has been attempting to find a common denominator: what would they
all need in terms of pedagogical assistance?

Rather than continuing to divine the common need among these disparate groups, Cummings
created a new outreach program which had two major goals: (1) increase the level of
appreciation level of discourse in composition and rhetoric theory amongst teachers in the
department, and (2) provide more practical advice on teaching writing based on the teachers’
self-selection. The result was “Comp Talk,” a weekly lunch hour discussion group.
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II1. Writing Assessment: 2006, 2007, and 2008
A. 2006-08: Establishing a Baseline
1. Cognitive Level And Quality Writing Assessment (CLAQWA)

2. Collection and Survey of Syllabi to Establish Quantitative Data Baseline
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C. 2008 Assessment Plan Revision

In our January meeting with Terri Flateby I proposed a revision to the QEP assessment plan. In
subsequent QEP meetings we have continued to discuss this new plan. However, before now [
have not written it out in any comprehensive fashion. Since our new writing consultant,
Michael Neal, will soon be arriving to help us evaluate our assessment strategy, I thought it
best to offer a written description of what I sce as the best way to mend the QEP strategy to
writing assessment, ' '

Summary of our Current Plan

The current assessment plan is based on the experimental model, or measuring “value added”
to student achievement by creating a baseline measurement and later comparing control and
experimental group measurements to that baseline to infer progress. Baseline measurement was
conducted in two major phases: the first used CLAQWA to measure the writing of English
1101 students in the fall of 2006 and English 1102 students in the spring of 2007. Similar
CLAQWA measurements were conducted on the same populations, with the same prompts, in
the fall of 2007 and the spring of 2008,

The QEP, as summarized on page 28 of 79, calls for a baseline, midpoint, and endpoint
collection of writing samples with treatment and control groups of the competent writer phase.
The baseline data is to consist of CLAQW A-scored essays taken from 100% of entering
freshmen. The data midpoint is to consist of CLAQWA-scored samples from both treatment
and control groups, while the data endpoint is to consist of CLAQWA-scored samples from
treatment and control group members who have completed 60 hours of instruction at CSU.

For the professional writer phase, as summarized on page 33 of 79, baseline assessment 1s to be
conducted with a “representative sample of rising juniors,” followed by endpoint data of “a
representative sample of sample of students completing academic coursework and approaching
graduation.” The baseline data of freshman are to be compared to graduating seniors. It is
important to note that while these direct measurements are not the only indications of QEP
effectiveness at improving writing (c.f., Daly-Miller tests, quantitative measurements of
writing from syllabi, NSSE survey measurements, and qualitative reports from faculty fellows,
re-assignment time recipients and grant winners), they are the chief measurement of our
effectiveness.
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Problems with the Current Plan

As we have discovered during the preliminary CLAQWA baseline measurements and the first
full year of QEP operation, there are some problems with how the QEP assessment plan is
currently constructed.

1. The current plan offers little motivation for student participation.

Writing assessment in the QEP does not anticipate the specifics of gathering writing
samples. If students are asked to write outside of their normal classroom setting, then
they will need to be provided some sort of compensation or motivation for their time and
frue attention to the writing task. If they are to be tested within their classrooms, then the
QEP writing prompt will need to be integrated with the course curricula.

2. The current plan is problematic in providing motivation for faculty participation.

The QEP envisions that the experimental groups will be faculty participating in the QEP
as faculty fellows, reassignment time recipients, or grant winners. Thus, any classes
providing writing samples would change from semester to semester. Additionally,
writing samples would be embedded in these courses, and therefore individualized,
resisting comparisons between sections. As we learned last year, simply by comparing
an English 1101 CLAQWA prompt to an English 1102 CLAQWA prompt, there are
inherent difficulties with measuring writing progress between two courses — even if the
two courses are closely linked.

If faculty beyond the QEP groups are to participate, then our assessment will need to
“compensate” their efforts in terms of increased data about student learning in their
courses.

3. The current plan is external to the course curriculum.

As long as the writing assessment remains external to the classroom, creating prompts
for measurement will be an extra task for students, requiring extra compensation.
Shifting to a course-embedded writing prompt provides motivation for the students in
terms of the completing the class curriculum and enhancing learning there. However,
this would create the additional burden of creating a writing prompt which makes sense
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to all course content, and provides feedback to teachers such that participation in QEP
writing assessment is attractive in terms of their teaching goals.

4. The experimental model, as conceived, is complicated by the lack of pure control
groups.

A strict experimental model relies on control groups which have not participated in
treatment to make judgments about value-added by the QEP. Since our goal is to affect
as many students as possible, the idea that we will have pure control groups is fleeting at
best.

5. The current portion of the CLAQWA rubric we now use is analytically weighted and
difficult to administer.

Our first modification to the CLAQWA rubric was to ignore the cognitive portion, since
it both proved overly laborious to administer, and our prompt had not specifically
solicited the types of thinking the measured. This has left us measuring sixteen elements
in each essay, primarily concerned with style. Additionally, since this rubric is an
analytic rubric, it loses sight of the summative judgments associated with holistic
rubrics.

Proposal of New Plan

We need an assessment plan which would measure the effectiveness of QEP programs across
the institution, in multiple classes of multiple disciplines and levels, yet still offer the ability
compare writing between those disparate classes. We need a plan which is course-embedded,
30 as to provide motivation for student participation — rewarding work through course grades
and furthering course learning — and motivation for faculty participation — rewarding
participation by providing data about student learning. We need a plan which measures QEP
programs by measuring improvements in student writing within QEP-affected classes, and if
comparisons to control groups prove problematic, makes comparisons which logically measure
progress in writing improvement.

Thus heart of this plan is a common writing prompt, which could be embedded in any class
across the curriculum. This “universal” writing prompt would ask students to write about the
course outcomes, soliciting different levels of cognition from writers, and inviting students to
define the outcomes, interpret the significance of outcomes, measure their success with the
outcomes, provide evidence for claims of achievement with outcomes, narrate their story of
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learning in the course, and apply the skills learned in that course to other environments.

Even though outcomes would vary from course to course, and increase in difficulty from
freshman to senior-level courses (indeed, outcomes are always level appropriate), we would be
able to make significant measurements of QEP program effectiveness by comparing writing in
the same course, year over year. We would also be able to make some comparisons between
different courses, as the fundamental thetorical stance of the universal prompt would never
vary: in every class, students would be asked to write about achieving outcomes, and support
those claims with characterization of evidence from the course.

Since this universal prompt would focus on course outcomes, it would be course embedded,
and provide real incentives for both faculty and student participation. Faculty would receive
data about student writing and learning progress towards curricular outcomes, which could be
used to improve teaching, course structure, and content — or both formative and summative
assessment. In writing the outcomes essay, students would receive many of the same benefits
traditionally associated with portfolio pedagogy: reflecting on learning accomplishments not
only boosts student confidence, but also provides them with the meta-cognition to transfer
learning from one class to another. And, of course, since the outcomes essay would be part of
the course grade as an embedded assignment, student would also receive the traditional
recognition of a course grade.

Benefits of New Plan

The new assessment plan would not only provide administrative benefits to the QEP by
allowing it to make valid measurements of student progress in writing instruction, but it also
provides benefits to students and faculty. Students would accelerate their “ownership” of
knowledge sooner through reflection on course outcomes, enabling them to become more
conscious, self-aware, and self-directed in their educational careers. Under this plan faculty
would receive both formative and summative assessment to improve teaching,.

This assessment program can also be shaped so that the prompt specifically solicits levels of -
cognition, representing a return to the original QEP assessment focus. As we know, once we
began implementation of the CLAQWA tool, the cognitive measurements per Bloom’s
taxonomy were deleted due to time constraints. Under this plan, levels of thinking could be
solicited through the prompt and measured in the rubric — both yet to be designed.

Potential Problems with New Plan

Does writing about outcomes reveal the particular effectiveness of individual faculty plans to
improve writing?

Will student reflection about outcomes generate authentic writing?
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Will the evidence to support student claims be too far removed from the writers to make use of
in the essay?

How much will our measures tell us about students’ proficiency with our writing prompt, as
opposed to proficiency with writing?
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List of Exhibits
Exhibit 1: Nursing Dept. Writing Rubric
Exhibit 2: Nursing Dept. Presentation
Exhibit 3: CLAQWA results, Spring 2007 and Spring 2008

Exhibit 4: Impact Article
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