Writing Committee Annual Report 2010-2011

Committee Membership
Faculty Members  
Matthew Semanoff (CHAIR), MCLL 2011
Mark Medvetz, Writing Studies 2011
Kate Zoellner, Mansfield Library 2011
Tom Russell, English 2013
Gene Burns, HHP 2012
Nancy Hinman, Geosciences 2013 
Paul Silverman, Psychology (fall)
Richard Sattler, Anthropology (spring) 2013

Student Members
Julie DeSoto (fall)
Miranda Carson (spring)
Tyler Justin (spring)
Additional Representatives (Ex-Officio)
Arlene Walker-Andrews , Associate Provost
Ed Johnson, Registrar
Kelly Webster, Director, Writing Center
Kathleen Ryan, Director, Composition Program

Business Items
Writing Course Review
Eleven forms were reviewed.  Three writing courses and 8 upper-division writing courses were approved, and additions to a distributed upper-division writing requirement were approved.  
The committee met with a faculty member regarding a course that was inadvertently listed as a writing course in the schedule, but not listed as a writing course in the catalog.  She agreed to teach the course this semester as a writing course and was granted a one-time-only exception. Students who require the writing course status for graduation may need to work through the Graduation Appeals Committee. 

Review of committee membership and Charge- Faculty Senate bylaw amendment
The Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate is revising its bylaws.  Therefore, the Writing Committee drafted language describing its membership and charge to be included in the Faculty Senate bylaws to ASCRC and ECOS The language was edited and was approved in the bylaw revision by the Faculty Senate on April 14th (appendix 1). Writing course review forms revised
The Writing Course Review Form was revised to include space for removal of designation.  Following the committee’s review of courses, the forms were also revised to be more specific about potentially confusing requirements such as the requirement to list learning outcomes on the syllabus. 

Procedure review and approval 
Procedures drafted, discussed, revised, and approved included:
	Special Arrangement Policy (appendix 2)
	UDWPA Appeals Subcommittee Responsibilities 
               Writing Course Review Procedures

Consideration of the need for policy for test accommodations for ESL students
The committee discussed its recommendation that Academic Affairs consider establishing a general policy for testing accommodations for ESL students.  The issue was originally brought to the Committee because an ESL student requested extra time on the UDWPA exam.  It was forwarded to the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate (ECOS).  The current practice is for faculty to make a judgment on whether accommodation is appropriate.  This seemed appropriate to ECOS. 
Consideration of seniors satisfying the UDWPA with the GRE
The possibility of seniors satisfying the requirement with a GRE was discussed.   Using GRE scores in place of a UDWPA score may alleviate some of the logistical issues for seniors, but would not fulfill the purpose of the requirement. The GRE essay is a short argumentative essay, sometimes a single paragraph, in response to a brief 3-4 sentence text.  The UDWPA requires that students read a significantly longer text and respond in the form of a developed argumentative essay.  Given the cost and preparation required for taking the GRE, it is likely that students would not abuse the option. The committee decided to table this option since assessing the validity the UDWPA is a more pressing issue.  Seniors who do not pass the UDWPA prior to leaving Missoula still have the option of taking the exam from a remote location.
Consideration of forced cap on writing course enrollment
The committee discussed whether it should request the Registrar to automatically cap writing courses at 25 students. Writing course open seats were reviewed.  It seems that the majority of courses limit enrollment.  Instructors can ask for the course to be capped.   It is a departmental decision.
Writing Assessment Recommendations
The document appended below was presented to ASCRC on April 26th in response to ASCRC’s request that the Writing Committee make a recommendation.   It was suggested that a member of the University Assessment Committee attend a meeting to discuss the assessment recommendations. 

Writing resources for faculty
This issue will be addressed next semester when the Director of the Faculty Development Office, Amy Kinch is invited to a meeting.  The committee may want to meet with the President regarding resource issues. 

Thank you letter for writing instructors
The committee agreed that sending a Thank You letter to faculty teaching writing courses would be a nice gesture. Camie will send sample thank you for your service letters. 

Communication items:
College UDWPA enforcement requirements
The College of Education and Human Services, The School of Business and the College of Forestry and Conservation require students to take the UDWPA prior to enrolling in upper-division courses.  Students in the School of Business must demonstrate that they have attempted the UDWPA, but students do not have to pass the exam prior to enrollment.
UDWPA Passing rates
The Writing Center Director informed the committee about previous and recent UDWPA passing rates.  
Writing Center Annual Report
Committee members were sent the Writing Center’s Annual report.  The Writing Center Director summarized the report.  

   

Appendix 1
Faculty Senate Bylaw Amendment – committee charge

SECTION  III. 	COMMITTEES
A. Standing Committees of the Faculty Senate
     3. Academic Standards and Curriculum Review Committee (ASCRC)
          c. Subcommittees
              3) Writing Committee
The Writing Committee consists of seven faculty members, two students, and members (ex-officio, non-voting) representing the Writing Center, the Composition Program, and the Registrar’s and Provost’s offices. One committee faculty member shall be on ASCRC to serve as a liaison; one member shall be from the English Department; one from College of Technology, Writing Studies; one from the Mansfield Library, and one each from Humanities, Social Sciences, Sciences, and Professional Schools. 
The primary responsibility of the Writing Committee is ongoing evaluation and assessment of the appropriateness and effectiveness of writing requirements and criteria.  The Writing Committee acts as an advocate for effective writing, proposes revisions to the requirements and criteria, and reviews writing course proposals. The Committee monitors the programs of the Writing Center and writing assessment procedures, results, and appeals.

Appendix 2
Procedure: 	UDWPA Appeals Subcommittee Responsibilities
Date Adopted:	10/4/10				   
Last Revision:	10/4/10		
Approved by:	ASCRC Writing Committee
		
Subcommittee Membership
UDWPA Appeals Subcommittee membership should include a sample (at least 3) of faculty from the ASCRC Writing Committee.   Members will serve on the subcommittee for one year and will be invited to serve for a second year provided that they still serve on the ASCRC Writing Committee.
Instructions
A student may appeal his/her UDWPA score no later than seven working days after the score is posted in Cyberbear for the given exam.  In addition to providing a copy of the original UDWPA essay, the student must submit a statement explaining why he/she believes the scoring criteria were misapplied to the essay.  Once the student submits the appeal form and provides the required materials, the Director of the Writing Center will deliver copies of the appeal to subcommittee members.  
 Subcommittee members also should be provided with the relevant UDWPA text and prompts, the scoring criteria, a narrative description of the scoring criteria, and hard copies of the essays that were used to train the scorers for the given exam.  If necessary, the Director of the Writing Center will meet with the subcommittee members in order to discuss the given exam and consistent application of the scoring criteria.

Subcommittee Responsibilities
Subcommittee members are responsible for reviewing the appeal materials and scoring the student’s essay.  In order to provide context for deliberation, members should be familiar with the scoring criteria and should evaluate the student’s essay by weighing it against these published criteria.  Upon review, each member will score the essay, providing a brief narrative explanation grounded in the scoring criteria.
No later than seven working days after the student files the appeal, the student will be notified of the subcommittee’s decision.  Once all members have reviewed and evaluated the appeal materials and have reported a score to the Director of the Writing Center, the Director of the Writing Center will notify the student of the decision in a letter outlining the agreed upon justifications for the final score.  If the subcommittee members do not agree upon a score, the Director of the Writing Center will call a meeting during which the subcommittee members will resolve any discrepancies.

Appendix 3
Procedure: 	UDWPA Special Arrangement  
Date Adopted:	2/1/11				   
Last Revision:	2/1/11			
Approved by:	ASCRC Writing Comittee
		
Description
The Upper-division Writing Proficiency Assessment (UDWPA) is a timed writing exam intended to assess students’ preparedness to write for upper-division coursework.  The exam assesses students’ ability to read an academic essay and to respond to this text in the form of a persuasive essay.  Though most students fulfill the requirement through the traditional timed exam, it may be appropriate for particular students to fulfill the requirement through a rewrite option reserved for special circumstances.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]Criteria											        The UDWPA special arrangement will be offered on a case-by-case basis.  In order for a particular case to qualify for the rewrite option, the student’s non-passing exams must clearly not be the result of inadequate preparation or the result of a misunderstanding regarding the exam’s expectations.  Rather, the non-passing attempts must be the result of challenges posed by the timed nature of the exam.  The criteria for granting a student the rewrite option are:  
· Student has received a non-passing score on at least two exams;
· Student must have discussed at least one previous non-passing essay and prepared for a subsequent exam with a writing tutor;
· Student demonstrates an understanding of why he/she did not pass. 
Instructions
Writing Center staff will notify those students who fulfill the criteria listed above and will offer the special arrangement option to those students who are willing to meet with a writing tutor to discuss the revision process.  The qualifying student will set up a schedule of consultations with Writing Center staff and will continue the revision process until the student and staff  feel the essay fulfills the criteria of a passing essay. To fulfill the requirement, the student, in consultation with the Writing Center, will need to address the particular deficiencies that resulted in a non-passing score.  Once the student has completed his/her revisions, the essay will be submitted for rescoring.
The rewritten exam will be forwarded to two scorers who served as scorers for the particular exam date in question.  These scorers will evaluate the revised essay using the same criteria that are applied to the timed UDWPA exam.  Should the essay earn a passing score from both scorers, the test administrator will update the student’s UDWPA score.  Should the essay earn a non-passing score, the student will be invited to continue the revision process.

Appendix 4
Procedure Number:	202.5.1
Procedure: 		Writing Course Review  
Date Adopted:		4/26/11			   
Last Revision:		4/26/11		
Approved by:		ASCRC Writing Comittee
		
Review of Existing Courses 
Review all writing courses every four years to determine whether the courses still conform to the criteria and learning outcomes.   Approximately a fourth of the writing courses will be reviewed staring in 2012-2013.  The categories for review are  (see appended sample distribution list):
· Writing and Literature courses
· Humanities and Fine Arts courses
· Professional Schools and Sciences
· Social Science courses                                                                

At the end of the Spring semester the Writing Committee will determine which groups will be reviewed the following Autumn semester.  The committee chair will provide each unit the list of courses to be reviewed in that unit to be reviewed.  Each unit is responsible for retaining or withdrawing the general education status of its course(s) by the stated deadline.  

The Registrar will provide a list of dormant courses.  Any course not offered within the last three years may be stricken from the list in consultation with the Registrar's Office and the offering department. Ordinarily, a writing course should be offered at least twice in four years.  
Course Review Procedures for Existing and New Courses:  
The committee will review both existing and new courses based on the following procedure to determine whether the courses meet the appropriate criteria and learning goals.  
1. Each proposal is reviewed by at least two members. 
2. Based on writing course guidelines, FAQs, curriculum policies and the forms, committee members will communicate concerns or questions to the committee chair.   
3. The committee should note any inconsistencies between the course and the criteria and learning outcomes.  The committee chair will communicate any necessary adjustments to the instructor.  The instructor and/or chair will have the options to request reconsideration by the Writing subcommittee or to modify the course to fit the current criteria and learning outcomes.  
4. Most writing courses and requirements can be reviewed adequately from the forms and syllabi, but in some cases, the subcommittee may ask for additional materials.  
5. The Writing Committee should determine whether the criteria/learning goals require review and communicate any recommendations to ASCRC. 
Writing Course Review Distribution (inserted)


Appendix 5
ASCRC Writing Committee Recommendation on Writing Assessment Practice 
at The University of Montana

Based on the findings of the Spring 2010 ASCRC Writing Committee Report on Writing Assessment Practice at UM, and at the request of ASCRC to make a specific recommendation based on our study, the Writing Committee (WC) offers the following recommendation regarding the Upper-Division Writing Proficiency Assessment (UDWPA) at The University of Montana. The WC recommends discontinuing the UDWPA and implementing writing program assessment in its place. Program assessment is a contextualized form of assessment that can be scaled and shaped locally to address questions and issues that matter to faculty. This recommendation endorses a proven method for studying writing instruction at UM and for effectively devising ways to address it through student learning opportunities. 

Rationale for Discontinuing Large-Scale Individual Writing Assessment 
The UDWPA is classified as large-scale individual student assessment. A student’s individual performance on a test is used to make a high-stakes decision about his or her academic progress. We recommend discontinuing this kind of writing assessment altogether because it lacks validity and efficacy as an assessment tool. The use of UDWPA test scores to make decisions about a student’s progress is not grounded in a current, sound theoretical foundation regarding the teaching and learning of writing. More specifically, the UDWPA does not 
· Help students to produce rhetorically effective writing.
· Accurately reflect a student’s overall writing ability. 
· Improve teaching or learning. It focuses on gating students not guiding student learning.
· Align with writing course outcomes at UM (including WRIT 095, WRIT 101, Approved Writing Courses or the Upper-Division Writing Requirement in the Major).
· Align with our accrediting body’s focus on using assessment to evaluate and improve the quality and effectiveness of our programs (see http://www.umt.edu/provost/policy/assess/default.aspx).
In addition, large-scale individual student assessments that might more accurately reflect the complexity of writing and the conceptual framework that informs UM’s writing course outcomes, such as portfolio assessment, are quite simply cost prohibitive.

Program Assessment 
We offer a brief definition and description of program assessment to introduce this method of assessment to members of ASCRC and the wider campus community. The overall aim of program assessment in the context of writing instruction at UM is to improve the quality of student writing by improving the writing program (note: We define writing program here as the writing-related instruction that the Writing Committee (WC) oversees. The WC is charged with designing and assessing the Approved Writing Courses and the Upper-Division Writing Requirement in the Major, and with supporting the Writing Center.). 

Definition
Program assessment is “the systematic and ongoing method of gathering, analyzing and using information from various sources about a program and measuring program outcomes in order to improve student learning”  (UFC Academic Program Assessment Handbook 3). In short, program assessment allows for the gathering of available, relevant information in response to locally constructed questions about student writing or writing instruction that will influence decisions about how programs and student learning can be improved. 

The characteristics of program assessment valued by the WC include the following: 

· Because program assessment is formative, it focuses on studying (aspects of) programs to improve and modify them accordingly. Focused on answering specific questions, program assessment results in qualitative and/or quantitative data to shape appropriate next steps. 

· Because program assessment is contextualized, it can be scaled and shaped locally to address questions and issues faculty care about. This allows for assessment practices that are responsive to the values and expectations defined not only by the institution but also by varied academic departments.

· Because program assessment focuses on studying the efficacy of learning outcomes, it aligns with the current writing course guidelines for Approved Writing Courses and the Upper-Division Writing Requirement in the Major.

Program assessment is a recursive process:
· Articulate a program’s mission and goals, 
· Define relevant student outcomes and select outcome(s) for study, 
· Develop assessment methods that address the outcome(s),
· Gather and analyze data (qualitative or quantitative),
· Document the results, 
· Use the results to improve student learning by strengthening the program.   
Writing Program Assessment at UM 
As a contextualized form of assessment that can be scaled and shaped locally to address questions and issues faculty value, program assessment at UM could take several forms. This flexibility means that faculty would articulate their writing related values and expectations in particular contexts and would shape questions that could be answered through the systematic collection of quantifiable data. In all of these contexts, program assessment practices would be ongoing opportunities to promote faculty engagement in conversations about writing instruction. 

Starting with an inventory of what assessment-related information and processes already are in place, writing program assessment at UM would take advantage of existing tools and processes. For example, UM’s laudable writing curricula that require students to write throughout their academic tenures are currently positioned for program assessment. The Approved Writing Courses and the Upper-Division Requirement in the Major now utilize sets of carefully defined learning outcomes. In addition, WRIT 095, WRIT 101, and WRIT 201 (under the guidance of the Basic Writing Director and the Director of Composition and with the support of their respective departments) also utilize carefully defined learning outcomes and are likewise poised to embark on program assessment projects. Conducting program assessments of outcomes-based writing courses across campus could provide the basis for better understanding the varied ways in which teaching supports student writing and of the extent to which students are meeting these outcomes as demonstrated in their written work. Assessment methods may include:
· Studying culminating assignments in capstone courses,
· Conducting content analysis of student writing, such as final research papers or reflective essays, to assess student writing samples,
· Analyzing curriculum, including reviewing course syllabi, textbooks, and writing assignments, to assess the effectiveness of instructional materials,
· Organizing focus groups of department faculty and/or students to collect data about the beliefs, attitudes and experiences of those in the group to gather ideas and insights about student writing and writing instruction,  
· Collecting institutional data on writing courses or using other university assessments, like NSSE (National Survey of Student Engagement), to consider writing data. 
Such program assessments would allow us to articulate and reinforce discipline-specific expectations and would enable us to learn about our students’ patterns of writing strengths and weaknesses, identifying them using collected evidence rather than relying on anecdotes. Ultimately, this gathered information would shape future steps to support instructional development and student learning.

Potential Options for Improving the Quality of Student Writing through Writing Instruction at UM 
Formative program assessment at UM would allow us to better understand how we can improve the quality of student writing through instruction. Program assessment’s primary value, then, would be in its ability to gather and analyze data in order to make decisions about appropriate strategies for improving student writing. For example, the WC imagines a number of options that might grow out of program assessment:

1. Create a 100 or 200-level writing course as a second general education writing requirement to replace the current Approved Writing Course. Such a writing course could give students an opportunity to learn strategies for writing in the disciplines (broadly conceived as social sciences, humanities, technical writing) by reading in the genres. In addition, such a course would serve as a bridge between WRIT 101 College Writing I and the Upper-Division Writing Requirement in the Major.  
2. Create more rigorous writing requirements for the Approved Writing Course and Upper-Division Writing Requirement in the Major.
3. Require students to take more than one Approved Writing Course or Upper-Division Writing Requirement in the Major.
4. Offer additional writing related workshops and resources tailored to faculty teaching goals and student learning needs.
5. Create a Center for Writing Excellence to support faculty and students in writing instruction and learning to write in different contexts at UM.


