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Introduction:
Overall Program Goals for 2012
2012 was an extremely productive year for the Writing Program. We made significant strides towards fully
defining and organizing our program’s activities and goals.We began several new research projects, and
experimented with a wide range of different university and community oriented events, working towards a
long-term goal of ongoing stability in the use of writing program staff and resources. Following is a list of
goals that we outlined at the beginning of 2012:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

•
•

(G1) Develop more effective training for new instructors (Fall 2012) and connect the work of our
new instructor orientation with the ongoing work of ENG 402 (graduate-level course for new
instructors).
(G2) Create an ongoing relationship with a group of K-12 English/Writing Instructors.
(G3) Create and Develop a Writing Program Speaker Series.
(G4) Complete a Program-Wide Assessment of our ENG 101 course (Spring 2012).
(G5) Complete a large-scale research project, investigating genres of business writing (working with
students in ENG145).
(G6) Develop a Longitudinal Assessment plan for investigating student writing at ISU across
undergraduate student populations.
(G7) Continue to develop a range of resources for our instructors, including general pedagogy
strategies, strategies specific to our genre/CHAT pedagogy, and different tools for working with
technology.
(G8) Work on the development of our website and writing resource archive.
(G9)For the Grassroots Writing Research Journal, focus on soliciting more articles, improving
resources for new authors, smoothing out details of our semi-annual production schedule, and
developing relationships with non-academic authors.
(G10) Continue our relationship with Milner Library in an effort to gather data on student research
practices and use this information to develop resources for students.
(G11) Using funds from a grant by Caterpillar, Inc., create a summer workshop for Business Writing
in collaboration with faculty from the College of Business.

Advisory Bodies
The following groups help to shape and develop the Writing Program’s activities:
The Writing Program Leadership Team: The WPLT Committee is the advisory body for the Writing
Program. The committee includes the Center for Writing Research and Pedagogy Research
Assistants, the Writing Program Assistants, the Director, and the Assistant Director.
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The Critical Inquiry Committee: The Critical Inquiry Committee also acts as an advisory body for
the writing program. Headed by the Dean of Undergraduate Studies, Sally Parry, the committee
includes members from the Writing Program, the Speech Communication program, and the Library.
The Writing Committee: The Writing Committee serves as a departmental advisory body for the
Writing Program. Committee members focus on reviewing our annual reports and our goals for
each year and making suggestions for improvements and connections with the department and the
larger university populations.

Affiliated Organizations
Julia N. Visor Center: The Visor Center works with undergraduate writers and so continue to be a
potential source of collaboration for us.
The Milner Library: We continued our relationship with Jennifer Sharkey, the lead instructional
librarian at Milner. Our work with Milner focuses on three areas: (1) Developing resources for
students, (2) Developing resources for instructors, and (3) research students’ information literacy and
using collected data to improve our resources.

Publications
As we’ve developed our goals for both the Writing Program, we have developed the following publications
to serve as the core texts that help us to meet student and instructor goals, as well to serve targeted
populations outside of the writing program that we’ve identified.
•

•

The ISU Writing Website: www.isuwriting.com. The ISU writing website is a “quick look” space
for readers to find out about new programs and events, and to get materials. It was originally
designed to serve the instructors in the writing program specifically, but our goal is to extend the use
of the site to writing instructors in other programs (and potentially citizen writing researchers). In
general, this site is not targeted to students, although it is open and accessible to them and they do
use resources from this site (such as links to handouts or to archived issues of the GWRJ.
The Grassroots Writing Research Journal: This journal is designed to provide a venue for writing
researchers of all kinds – within and outside of the university. Expansion of our author-base and
creating resources for authors within and beyond the writing program are important goals. Our longterm goals for this text (and the website we are planning for 2013) will be to serve the following
audiences (and promote their use of and contribution to the journal):
•
•
•

Instructors in the Writing Program
Students in the Writing Program
Students who have participated in the Writing Program who are moving on to other
kinds of writing situation in and outside of school
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•
•
•

The ISU Writing Archive: This Site is a location where we can store data relevant to both ongoing
program materials for the writing program. We are currently using it primarily for data that we don’t
want to put on our public site – but we also continue to seek out ways to make the resources we
create more searchable – so that instructors who aren’t 100% sure of what they need will be able to
explore and find resources. Current resources in the archive include:
•
•
•

•

•

Citizens locally and regionally who are engaged in interesting and challenging writing
practices
Writing instructors and students in other programs (nationally and internationally)

Sample course plans for 101 and 145
Annotated Bibliography of articles related to our genre studies pedagogical model
(forthcoming Spring 2012)
Sample descriptions of genres that students and instructors might explore (Forthcoming
Spring 2012)

Teaching Resources: We also continue to develop specific resources to serve teacher and student
needs in the Writing Program. This year our goal has been to develop print-based resources that are
useful for instructors beyond the introductory materials we provide for new instructors. We’ve
focused on two different categories of handouts – one set is designed to explain important concepts
to writing instructors, and the other set is designed to provide explanations to students. For both
categories, the goal is for the texts to be usable across different sections of the course (which are
taught differently). These resources are published on the www.isuwriting.com site.
Research & Reports: The Writing Program is continually engaged in different kinds of research and
data collection to help us better understand our various constituencies. Reports are generally
published on our www.isuwriting.com site. The research and reports that we’ve completed in 2012
include the following:
•
•

Business Writing Genres Research Study
ENG 101 Assessment Report

Section I: Spring Semester 2012
Program Staff for Spring 2012
Members of the Writing Program Leadership Team Committee:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Joyce Walker, Director
Nancy McKinney, Assistant Director
Laura Monczunski, Administrative Assistant
Matt Kim, Community Outreach
Amy Hicks, K-12 Outreach
Elizabeth Williams, 101 Coordinator
Amy Magnifichi Lucas, 101.10 Coordinator
Hilary Selznick, 145 Coordinator
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•
•
•

Kellie Sharp Hoskins, Professional Development Coordinator
Erin Frost, Technology Coordinator
Kristi McDuffie, Grassroots Writing Research Journal Associate Editor

Consultants
The Writing Program uses graduate assistants as consultants to work on specific tasks additional to our WP
team positions. In the Spring of 2011, we worked with consultants on various tasks:
•
•
•
•

Rob Rowan, ISU Writing Program Archive
Scott Sands & Jordana Hall, ENG101 Program Assessment (with one-day assistance
from Raul Garcia-Lopez, Susana Rodriquez, Kellie Sharp-Hoskins, Jessica Turrurbiartes)
Erin Killian, Sarah Hercula, Kathleen Daly, Susana Rodriguez, Assistant Editors for the
Grassroots Writing Research Journal
Emily Johnston, Undergraduate Writing Research Scholarship

Activities During Spring 2012
The Spring Professional Development Event (Writing Summit)
Spring 2012 marked a significant change in our professional development events. Instead of calling our
event an “orientation” we changed the focus of the event to function more like a mini-conference, with
speaker sessions in the morning and business meetings and instructor working-group meetings in the
afternoon. Appendix F includes evaluations from our instructors regarding these changes, and Appendix E
provides a report on the event. The success of these changes are perhaps best described by quoting one of
the respondents to our evaluation survey for the event:
I really feel like this "orientation" has been the best one so far. I feel like I walked away with a lot more
information that will be useful for me in my teaching than I had in the previous Friday before classes start
orientation events. Having the option to choose which sessions to attend was very beneficial in that it
allowed us to hone in on things that we believed we needed more development with and topics of interest
that are specific to our needs. I feel like having less lecture type stuff and more small group stuff allowed for
us to have better conversations about what we are doing in our classrooms and it allowed for ideas to flow
from instructor to instructor better. I also appreciate having more sessions run by my peers that weren't
preachy; rather, it was stuff that was of interest to them and they gave us room to explore the ways in which
these different ideas can be integrated into the classroom.

Our success with this event marked a watershed moment for the writing program’s efforts to promote
ongoing professional development for our instructors. It was the first time that responses to a professional
development event required for all WP instructors were overwhelmingly positive, and also the first time that
we felt (as a team) that we were able to create an event that was entirely in keeping with the attitudes and
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information we wanted to present. While the event was certainly a team effort, Elizabeth Williams (101
Coordinator) was really a catalyst for much of the change. Kellie Sharp-Hoskins (Professional Development
Coordinator) was also instrumental in seeking information about what instructors wanted and needed for this
professional development event.

Other Professional Development and Resource Development Projects:
In Spring 2011, our focus was primarily on the development of resources for instructors. These resources
included the production of digital archives and print-based materials, various types of community outreach
and resources, and a of range opportunities for face-to-face discussions with instructors.
•

•

•

•

•

•

Instructor Guides and Compendia: We both worked to gather resources and to create documents
that instructors can use. These materials are now available to instructors through our isuwriting.com
website.
Planning for Fall 2012 Writing Summit and New Instructor Training: Because we have limited
hours over the summer, much of the planning for our Fall professional development events happens
in the Spring. We were very happy with the results of our new Writing Summit (January 2012), so
our planning for fall used that event as a template. We used instructor feedback to determine topics
and their evaluations to tweak the structure of the event. Also in Spring 2012 we worked to restructure the New Instructor Orientation. We used feedback from evaluations to revamp the
workshops, decide on topics, and distribute tasks for WPLT members. Our major revision to the
workshops included creating more separate sessions for new Mas (who work as consultants in our
ENG101.10 program) and PhDs (who teach 101). Dividing these two groups into morning and
afternoon sessions allowed us to focus on the special needs of each groups, with mid-day times set
up to allow interaction between the groups and to promote a “cohort” experience for all the new
instructors.
Ongoing Instructor Assistance: Spring semester is less hectic that fall for our program course
coordinators in 101 and 101.10 (because we have less inexperienced instructors to work with
during these semesters). The 145 coordinator usually has between 3-5 new instructors and 101
works with between 10-12 new instructors during Spring semester (we don’t have new instructors
for 101.10 in the Spring semester). However, we continue to offer assistance to all the writing
program instructors – with advice on course issues, etc. The Director, Assistant Director, and
Program Course Coordinators provide most of the one-on-one mentoring to instructors, but all of the
WPLT does some of this work.
Coffee Klatches: Coffee Klatches--Bi-monthly, topic-based discussion groups where all interested
parties can come talk about topics pertinent to their professional development in a supportive
environment. Klatches are run by instructors in the writing program.
Tech Time Sessions: These events, organized by our Technology Coordinator, focus on promoting
and exploring technologies that can be useful to instructors teaching in our computer-meditated
classrooms.
ISU Speaker Series: We began the speaker series in Spring 2012, with two invited speakers: Paul
Prior (University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign) and Kevin Roozen (Auburn University). Both
Prior and Roozen are scholars and researchers who work on CHAT (Cultural Historical Activity
Theory) and thus are important to the development of our program pedagogy. Both speakers
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attended classes, met with graduate and undergraduate students, and gave scholarly lectures on
their research. With Kevin Roozen’s talk, we began a video library, recording these talks for the
benefit of our instructors.
Classroom Ethnographies: During Spring 2012, the writing program conducted classroom
ethnographies for all instructors teaching courses for the first time. This includes all of the MA level
instructors, new to the program in fall 2011, who teach a class as the instructor-of-record for the first
time in the Spring semester. It also includes all new 145 instructors. We also offer this service to
any instructors who want to explore changes in their teaching practices, or instructors who might be
worried about student behavior or teaching practice issues.
Grassroots Journal: The Grassroots Writing Research journal is one of the most important activities
we focus on each semester. The Spring of 2012 marked our first successful publication of 2 issues
per year (volume 2.1 in Fall 2011 and volume 2.2 in Spring 2012). The fall of 2011 was really the
most difficult part of this transition, as we prepared for the more rigorous scheduling of reviews and
editorial work required to publish two issues. However, Spring 2012 was also still a transition
semester, as we worked to create a structure for publication that could be maintained consistently.
The work that Kristi McDuffie did during this time was impressive. She created the editorial
structure and some important methods of record-keeping that would allow us to stay on track. She
also managed a team of assistant editors. This mean that my work (as Director) could move to
overseeing the process (and often working with particularly difficult texts or situations) while Kristi
managed the day-to-day process of editing and publishing the journal.
Grassroots Special Issues: Because of our success with organizing the production of the journal, we
began in Spring 2012 to consider ways we might expand the work of the journal. We developed
some tentative plans for creating a series of special issues that would focus more of “teacherly”
topics – so ways of understanding and conceptualizing literate activity and writing research that
would be useful to teachers attempting to bring a “genre studies” or “CHAT” focus to their teaching.
We ultimately hope to promote these special issues as digital texts that we make available through
www.amazon.com. Revenue from these publications might possible be enough to sustain future
publications (that is, to pay for the editorial process to produce the next issues) and ultimately
perhaps even bring additional revenue to the Writing Program.
Business Writing Summer Camp: This project was initiated by our Department Chair, Joan Mullin
and ultimately directed and supervised by Joyce Walker (WP Director). Appendix E contains some
documents from the event. During Spring semester 2012 we worked to develop relationships with
College of Business faculty and we began work on the schedule and planning for the camp.

Community-Outreach Projects
In Spring 2011 we spent some significant time considering the potential populations outside of the Writing
Program instructors and students with which we would like to interact.

Possible groups include the

following:
•

K-12 and Writing Program Instructor Exchange: In Spring 2012 we conducted our 2nd event in
collaboration with area K-12 instructors. Appendix E includes an event report from that event. The
work of this session included the work to help K-12 instructors think about how a “genre studies”
approach can be integrated into k-12 instruction. The discussion also included the influence of the
Common Core Standards on genre studies pedagogy.
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Undergraduate Writing Research Scholarship and Colloquia: The UWRS program was new in
Spring 2012. We funded 3 students with scholarships ($250.00 each). In return for the funding,
these students created extended writing research projects (on the topic of their choice). The
students then presented their work at a colloquium in April, 2012. Additionally, each of the students
then produced an article for the Grassroots Journal on their research topic.
Community Outreach: In Spring 2012 we continued to search for new ways to connect the writing
program to working writers outside of the writing program and outside of academia generally. Our
goal had been to create projects that brought together writers and people who needed help with
writing projects. However, we found it difficult to locate either groups needing assistance or writers
willing to share expertise. We planned to continue the work in fall 2012, but also to perhaps revise
our goals for community outreach.

Writing Program Research Projects
•

•

•

101 Program Assessment: The 101 Program Assessment was an important Spring 2012 activity. It
marked our first attempt to systematically assess what students were learning in ENG 101 and also
to mark differences in the way students were learning to use concepts and terms to engage in
writing situations. Overall, the assessment was perhaps a mixed success. It was very useful to the
writing program – helping us to identity areas where students were succeeding and failing. In
general, we learned that we needed to establish more coherence in our terms and concepts, and
also that while students were able to articulate their practices, the wide range of choices we’d
allowed instructors for implementation of the assessment made it very difficult to assess what
students actually knew and could do. In addition, we discovered that students were not very adept
at differentiating between the different learning outcomes (the assessment had been designed as a
series of questions that focused on our different learning outcomes). Consequently, our goals for our
2014 assessment (which we began planning in fall 2012) were to construct an assessment that will
be more consistently administered, as well as to design and assessment that allows students to work
more globally on a writing problem, but then to assess their work in terms of their use of various
learning outcomes (Appendix D includes a report on the assessment, and Appendix H includes our
draft plan for the 2014 assessment).
145 Business Genres Research Project: Also in Spring 2012, we completed a research project
designed to investigate different genres of business writing. Our instructors in ENG145.13 (all
sections) had students complete research (using interviews and collection of writing samples) that
investigated genres that ISU students had experienced in their school writing; that ISU instructors
assigned in their courses; and that local and regional business professionals used in their daily
workplace interactions. We used the report to help us plan our summer business writing camp, and
we’re also using the data to assist ENG 145.13 instructors with course plan development for ENG
145.13. Appendix C includes a copy of the report on the data gathered during that research project.
Information Literacy Assessment Activities: In Spring 2012 we used data that we had gathered in a
pilot study of student research practices (10 instructors) to develop a plan for a program-wide
implementation (a two-semester, two-tiered study) of student research knowledge and behaviors.
Ultimately, this data will be used for multiple purposes: To develop resources for students and
teachers, but also to involve undergraduate students as more active participants in understanding
and improving their knowledge-seeking, and knowledge-building capabilities.
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Section II: Summer Semester 2011
During the summer session in 2011 there were several projects that continued from Spring semester. We
used graduate students as consultants for these projects:
•

•

•

•

•

•

Business Writing Summer Camp: This event was funded by a grant from Caterpillar, Inc. It was a
one-time event, in effect a pilot study of how such events might function for students and faculty.
Summer 2012 was the period in which nearly all the planning for the event took place. The event
itself took place Wednesday, July 11th – Friday, July 13th. Information about the workshop is
available on our www.isuwriting.com site: http://isuwriting.com/resources/businesswritingcamp/
Summer Preparation for New Instructor Orientation: The summer preparation for our New
Instructor Orientation (which takes place each August, in the two weeks before the semester begins)
requires a significant portion of summer work hours. In summer 2012, the following activities took
place:
• Revision to our Instructor’s Guide
• Compilation of a range of resources for New Instructors
• Implementing a New Instructor Survey to learn about the experiences and knowledge
of the new instructors
• Answering questions, via phone and email about the program and the expectations for
new instructors
• Planning and organizing the actual schedule and activities for the orientation
Planning for Fall 2012 Writing Summit: Since the Fall Writing Summit (our main professional
development for returning and new instructors) takes place on the two days prior to the start of the
semester, some of the planning for this even takes place in the summer. Summer work usually
includes contacting presenters, finalizing the program, ordering food and organizing the spaces.
However, it also includes a final review of new resources, and work to make sure the resources are
available and in place before the event begins.
Resources for ENG 101 and 101.10 Instructors: Each Spring we develop a list of the new resources
we want to put into place by fall. The summer is a time when some writing program team members
(mostly the Director, but with assistance from the team) work to create new resources.
Evaluation of Program Assessment Data: Over the summer we worked on the data we had gathered
from the ENG101 program assessment. Our activities included:
• Organizing the data into folders – it took several weeks to organize the data, but the
process allowed us to use it for the report, and also store it in a way that we could
return to for later data analysis.
• Creating a preliminary assessment (a team of instructors analyzed the student samples
(a random selection) according to our agreed-upon criteria.
• Scott Sands and Jordana Hall organized these analyses and created a report which also
described interesting findings and suggested improvements for our new assessment.
• Joyce Walker assisted in all of these tasks, and created the final draft of the assessment
report for distribution to program instructors.
Evaluation of Business Writing Research Project Data: We created materials based on the data that
we gathered from the Business Genres research project for use in the Summer Business Writing
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Camp. Following that, Hilary Selznick (145 Coordinator) worked to create a more comprehensive
report that could be used by 145 instructors to help them with course planning (and also to share
with students for use in future class-based research on business genres).
Redesigns to www.isuwriting.com: Placing resources onto our website, removing old information
and updating pages is also work that happened during summer 2012.

Section III: Fall Semester 2012 Activities
Program Staff for Fall 2012
Members of the Writing Program Leadership Team Committee:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Joyce Walker, Director
Nancy McKinney, Assistant Director
Laura Monczunski, Administrative Assistant
Elizabeth Williams, ENG 101 Coordinator
Moria Torrington, ENG 101.10 Coordinator
Chereka Dickerson, ENG 145 Coordinator
Ryan Edel, Technology Coordinator
Amy Hicks, Professional Development Coordinator
Sarah Hercula, Grassroots Writing Research Journal, Associate Editor
Summer Qabazard, Community Outreach and Writing Research Development
Emily Johnston, K-12 Outreach, Student Research Resources, Writing Research
Scholarship program, and Writing Program Speaker Series

Consultants
In Fall 2012 the Writing Program only used two consultants (both for the Grassroots Writing Research
Journal):
•
•

Kristi McDuffie (our former Associate Editor), who stayed on with the journal to
complete some important layout and visual design work.
Chamere Pool, who worked as a paid assistant editor for the journal.
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Activities for Fall 2012
Overall, the fall semester 2012 was a period during which the Writing Program worked to fine-tune our
most important activities. Firstly, we worked to fine-tune several of our most important Professional
Development activities: Our New Instructor Orientation, our Writing Summit, and the links between
ENG402 (which is the graduate course in Writing Pedagogy that new instructors complete) and the
mentoring provided by the writing program staff. In addition, we worked to develop new assessment plans
for both ENG 101 and ENG 145 (including the development of new learning outcomes for these courses).
We also worked on our plan to create special issues of the Grassroots Journal, as well-as to fine-tune our
editing and production process for the journal. In terms of new activity, we also engaged in various kinds of
outreach activities and worked to make decisions about how to make these activities more coherent and
sustainable.

New Instructor Orientation
In Fall 2012 we implemented a variety of changes that we planned during Spring and summer.
comparison of instructor evaluations of orientation illustrate the success of these changes.

A

Of the 14

respondent’s to the 2011 survey on a question regarding how well we met their needs an expectations, 3
could be ranked as somewhat negative, 7 as somewhat positive, and 4 as very positive. For us, this meant
that overall we were meeting instructor’s expectations and providing them with the support they needed,
which was supported by informal conversations with instructors following orientation. However, we felt
that we could do a better job at helping most (ideally all) of the new instructors to feel supported and
prepared to teach. During the Spring and summer we revised our resource materials (both those we’d use
during the orientation and those we’d send to instructors to review before orientation). We also redesigned
the schedule for events and broke the instructors into two groups to accommodate the different needs of
ENG101 and ENG101.10 instructors and consultants. The evaluations from Fall 2012 included 7 very
positive responses and 3 moderately positive responses. In addition, our subsequent conversations with new
instructors and our observations of their teaching led us to assess this group of instructors as significantly
more prepared and less anxious about their teaching. For Fall 2013, we expect the structure of orientation
to remain very similar. We will, however, focus on several areas of improvement, including the creation of
additional resources, and a more coherent organization of all instructor resources. A report of Fall
Orientation activities is available in the Appendices.

January 2013

12

Fall Writing Summit (Professional Development Event)
This event followed the successes of our Spring 2012 Writing Summit. We continued the format of the
summit and worked to improve areas instructors had identified. We eliminated the lunch speaker, created
more time for instructors to interact with each other, and focused on bringing in program instructors (rather
than WPLT team members) to lead discussions. In the past, the fall event had been scheduled over two
days, and we condensed events to a single day. However, we used time on Friday to cover a whole range
of different kinds of events – time to review and get help with course plans, time to meet up and work to
help new instructors, and time to attend workshops on different kinds of classroom technologies. We were
very pleased with the event, and with instructor responses, which were overwhelmingly positive. As a
result, we were able to affirm this structure for our pre-semester professional development. Work for Spring
2013 would include continuing to use instructor feedback to plan sessions, and working to improve the
interactivity of our large groups sessions and the working groups (where instructors meet with colleagues
teaching the same course). We want to use these sessions to help strengthen the overall coherence of the
program, while maintaining space for instructors to innovate and personalize their sections of the course.
Evaluations of the Fall Summit and a report on Summit Activities are available in the Appendices.

Other Professional Development and Resource Development Activities
•

•

•

Ongoing Professional Development Series (Amy Hicks, Ryan Edel)
o Coffee Klatches: Coffee Klatches are topic-based discussion groups where all interested parties
can come talk about topics pertinent to their professional development in a supportive
environment. Klatches are run by instructors in the writing program and organized by the
Professional Development Coordinator, Amy Hicks. (Appendix I includes a full calendar).
o Program Papers: Are sessions where instructors are invited to give us input on terms and
concepts that they need help with, or suggest ideas for the development of resources. They are
led by Amy Hicks (Appendix I includes a full calendar).
o Brown Bag Lunch Sessions: These sessions are organized around a topic, but are not led by an
instructor or Writing Program Coordinator. Instead they are open sessions where topics can be
generally discussed. (Appendix I includes a full calendar).
o Tech Times: Bi-monthly instruction in technology pertinent to teaching writing. Sessions
tailored to attendees’ needs and questions. Sessions organized by Ryan Edel and run by Ryan
and other writing program instructors.
General Assessment & Mentoring Activities: This encompasses a range of activities that include visiting
instructor’s classrooms and creating classroom ethnographies, meeting one-on-one with instructors,
group meetings for new instructors, reviewing course plans. Although all writing program staff
participate in these activities, Elizabeth Williams (ENG101) Moria Torrington (101.10) and Chereka
Dickerson (ENG 145) are the WP team members with the primary responsibility for these activities.
ENG 402 Alignment: This project involved work to create stronger more coherent connections between
our New Instructor Orientation, our ongoing Writing Program professional development during the fall
2012 semester, and the graduate course that new instructors take during the fall semester. Work we did
for this course included connecting coursework in the class with ongoing cohort sessions led by WP
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assistants, creating “course plan building” activities outside of ENG 402 and then connecting those
activities to ENG402, and inviting Elizabeth Hatmaker (a Non-Tenure Track faculty member who
teaches in the writing program) to take a role in teaching the ENG 402 course. This work received a
very positive response from our new instructors. For example, for the first time, new instructors listed
ENG 402 as one of the top resources for learning to be a more effective instructor (the first time that has
happened since 2009). We believe we’ve made the course more effective, but we also think that our
work to connect the course more actively and coherently to other WP mentoring has helped our new
instructors to understand the value of the course.
Research Resources (in Collaboration with the Milner Library): Our interest in creating a more coherent
location to develop and share resources for undergraduate students stems from requests by both students
and Writing Program instructors to increase the focus on “researching” in our ENG 101 and ENG 145
courses. While instructors (and particularly students) will sometimes express this need as “writing more
research papers,” our interpretation is that students actually need to better understand how research
activities work, and how research is used in a range of different genres within academic and workplace
settings. This work is connected to our Undergraduate Writing Research Scholarship program, but while
the UWRS program focuses on students as “writing researchers,” we also recognize a need to help
students better understand and use research for many types of different writing situations, inside and
outside of academia. As a result, we’ve developed some initial plans for a “research & writing wiki,”
which we hope to make live for students in Fall 2013. This site will be directed towards students, but it
will be useful in various ways to instructors as well. Our goal in this work is to create a strong focus on
“researched writing” while still allowing students and instructors to explore a wide range of different
genres where research is used. Some of the initial resources the site will contain include the following:
• Ask The Librarian: Which will be an interview segment where various librarians talk
about tips for researching effectively, or discuss resources the library has for doing
various kinds of research.
• Researching “How-Tos” which will be a segment that reviews web-based resources for
both doing research and for learning about how to do research.
• “Writing it Up,” which will be a segment that describes various venues for publishing
research writing of different kinds. Our goal for these venues is that they be at a level
where undergraduates might actually consider publishing, but that they also require or
encourage various kinds of research methods and a range of rigorous citation practices.
• Research Narratives, which will be narrative-based explanations of how
undergraduates learn how to do particular kinds of research.
• Writing Research in Action, which will be a segment that follows the work of our
Undergraduate Writing Research Scholars
• The Writing Program Speaker Series, which will include information about and videos
of our speaker series on writing research.
• Information Literacy Research, which is the data that we’re collecting on students’
information literacy practices (described elsewhere in this report). Data from this
research will be made available through this site.

Community Outreach
•

The ISU Undergraduate Writing Research Scholarship program. This program intersects with several
other writing program initiatives. The program invites applications from ENG 101 and ENG 145
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students, asking them to outline a writing research project they wished to complete. In Fall 2012, we
selected a scholar to represent the program, and she has been working with Emily Johnston (PA) to
create research and to present it at our (Spring 2013) Writing Research Colloquium. Our scholar will
receive a stipend (250.00) and will also create an article for the Grassroots Writing Research Journal, to
be published in the Spring 2014 issue (4.2) of the journal.
Visor Center Collaboration: Since 2009 we’ve been doing some basic work to connect the Writing
Program and the Visor Center. This semester, we continued this relationship, but we also discussed
ways to strengthen the relationships so that Visor Center tutors would be better able to work with ENG
101 students on writing projects. Work on this collaboration will continue in Spring 2013.
Writing Research Collaborative & Community Outreach: In fall 2013 we continued our work to reach
of to individuals and groups in the larger community. We established new contacts with several new K12 teaching groups and are working with 5 different “citizen” authors to complete Grassroots Journal
articles on their writing practices.

The Grassroots Writing Research Journal
The Grassroots Journal is now a fairly well-established entity. In Fall 2013 our work with the journal
focused in several areas:
•

•

•

Documented Procedures: We created clear documentation for every stage of our publishing
process, including a multi-tiered review system, clear instructions for reviewers, clear timetables for
our 2013/2014 publishing schedule, documentation on layout and image preparation. Additionally,
we created materials to help instructors with projects that ask students to write GWRJ articles.
Class Productions: We worked with 3 different instructors (total of 6 sections) to create research
projects that ask students to produce articles for GWRJ. We visited classes to help students
understand the publishing process, created instructional materials, and offered feedback on
proposals and drafts.
Grassroots Special Issues (digital): We worked on the special issue of the journal. We reviewed
submissions and considered how the special issue should be constructed. In Spring semester we
plan to solicit additional articles and write introductions to the various chapters.

Research and Reports
•

•

Writing Program and Writing Program Staff Assessment: We completed several evaluations of the
Writing Program – instructors and WPLT. Results of these assessments can be found in the
Appendices.
145 Learning Outcomes & Assessment Plan: We created revised Learning Outcomes for both ENG
145 and ENG 145.13 (see Appendices). We also created a draft of the Assessment plan, which we
disseminated to instructors. We were planning to complete this assessment in Spring 2013, but
decided to push the assessment date back to Fall 2013 because we want to implement a “problembased” assessment, which will take more elaborate planning (and the creation of multiple problemsolving scenarios). We have created a timeline that will allow us to implement the assessment in
Fall 2013. Chereka Dickerson (145 Coordinator) has been responsible for much of this work.
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ENG 101 Assessment Plan (for Spring 2014): Following our Spring 2012 assessment, be began
creating plans for a Spring 2014 assessment. Our work in Fall 2012 included the creation of a
tentative assessment plan.
Information Literacy Assessment Activities: We completed a program-wide information literacy
assessment, and created the plan for a different kind of (group-based) assessment for Spring 2013.
Longitudinal Assessment Plan for Researching Student Literate Practice: We created a plan (to be
implemented in Spring 2013) to follow up our program-wide assessment with a more in-depth and
longitudinal study to follow approximately 20 students through 4 years of work at Illinois State
University. Moria Torrington has worked on the assessment plan, and we created a draft of an
assessment description that we hope (Spring 2013) to use to apply for grant funding from the
National Council of Writing Program Administrators.

Section IV: Upcoming Tasks for Spring 2013
•

•

•

•
•
•

•
•

•

ENG 101 Program Assessment (Spring 2014): A portfolio-based program-wide assessment of student
writing in ENG 101 courses will take place in Spring 2014. Our goal for Spring 2013 is to complete a
full draft of the assessment plan (including all logistics for implementation) and present it to teachers by
the end of the semester. Fall 2013 will then be our opportunity to do a pilot of the assessment and
present it to students in order to get their feedback before Spring 2014.
ENG 145 Program Assessment (upcoming Fall 2013): A portfolio-based program-wide assessment of
student writing in ENG 145 courses will take place in Fall 2013. Our timeline is to complete the plan
for the assessment by the end of Spring 2013 (with time for instructor review). The assessment will then
be implemented in Fall 2013.
Information Literacy Research (ongoing): In Spring 2013 we’ll be collecting additional information on
student research practices (program-wide in ENG101). We’ll be adding this research to the data that
we’ve already collected.
Research Resources: Described above (Fall 2012) this project will be ongoing through Spring 2013 and
will hopefully be made available for students in Fall 2013.
Grassroots issues (4.1 and 4.2): We have this process fairly structured at this point. We’ll be following
our established practices for the publication of issues 4.1 and 4.2.
Grassroots Special issue on Teaching K-12 with Genre Studies: We’ll be working on this issue
throughout Spring 2013. Our goal is to finish the publication and make it available (digitally) by Fall
2013.
Community Writing for the Grassroots Journal: This ongoing effort to encourage authors – especially
outside of the writing program -- to produce articles for the GWRJ will continue throughout Spring 2013.
Writing Program Speaker Series: We’ll be having two events in Spring 2013. One will be visiting
speaker Ann Johns, a writing research scholar recently retired from UC San Diego, and the other will be
our Writing Research Colloquium.
ENG 101.10 Revisions and Improvements: Based on some experiences in Fall 2012, we’ve decided to
do some revisions to the 101.10 course. Moria Torrington (101.10 Coordinator) will be working on the
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revision plan, which will include some revisions to the overall course design and some changes to the
training of ENG101.10 instructors.
White Papers and Student Resources: We’ll be completing several new program White papers during
Spring 2013, including several on different methods for assessing student writing.
Orientation Planning for Fall 2013: We feel that we’re in good shape with our plans for Fall 2013 New
Instructor Orientation. However, we’d like to focus on the resources we have available for new
instructors (working to get them resources that are well-organized and that they can access before they
arrive on campus).

Section V: Overall Program Goals for 2013
Goals for 2013 Program Development
We have a long (but we think achievable) set of goals for 2013. Some of these projects may not be
complete by the close of 2013, but we think we can make demonstrable progress on each of them.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Complete our ENG 145 Program Assessment.
Prepare for our ENG 101 Program Assessment (Spring 2014)
Continue our Program Coalescence (which assesses our teaching from the faculty perspective and
documents the types of activities that our courses include)
Complete an interactive report on our Information Literacy Assessments that can be used by
teachers and students
Design and make public our new “Research Resources” page
Complete our first Grassroots Writing Research Journal Special Issue on “Bridging Genre Studies: K12 to University”
Finalize Speaker for Fall 2013 & Spring 2014 Speaker Series
Make progress on our Collaboration with the Visor Center relating to mentoring 101 students
Complete addition to our instructor resources, including:
•
•
•
•
•

•

Formative assessment
Summative Assessment
Global Communications and Writing Research
Lesson Planning
Teaching Students to do writing Research

Complete Additional Student Resources, Including:
•
•
•

•

Student Handout on CHAT
Becoming A Writing Researcher
Welcome to the Writing Program (for 101 and 145 – this will be part of our program
coalescence project, helping students to understand how the course is coherent and
useful to them in other academic and non-academic settings)
Understanding the Writing Program’s Problem-Solving Assessment
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•
•

Make final decisions about several projects that have been problematic in their execution. These
include:
•
•
•

•

•
•
•

Breaking Down the Learning Outcomes (handouts) – This will include address the new
Gen Ed. Outcomes

Starting a Center for Writing Research and Pedagogy
Continuation of the Multimodal Composition and Community Action Project
The Good Day Archive

Make final decisions about how/where to house resources for instructors that need to be access with
a password (i.e. confidential reports, examples of student work, etc.). While we currently maintain
the ISU Writing Archive, there may be some software options that work better for storing and
sharing this information.
Create a clear procedure for gathering, storing and reviewing Instructor course plans
Create a better evaluation for students to use for ENG 101 courses (the current university model is
not acceptable and doesn’t provide enough information)
Begin implementation of our Longitudinal Assessment Plan (Spring 2013)
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A List of Appendices
§

Appendix A: Individual Program Team Member Reports
from Spring 2012 (Note: Missing Reports from 2 WP Assistants, Amy Magnifichi Lucas
and Matt Kim)

§

Appendix B: Individual Program Team Member Reports
from Fall 2012 (All reports included)

§

Appendix C: 145 Research Project Report

§

Appendix D: ENG 101 Program Assessment Report

§

§

§
§

§

(draft)
(Final)

Appendix E: Professional Development Event Reports (For
New Instructor Orientation and Writing Summits)
Appendix F: Evaluations for Writing Program Events &
Professional Development
Appendix G: Writing Program 3-year Summary Evaluation
Appendix H: Future Assessment Plans for ENG 101 and ENG
145
Appendix I: Calendar of Professional Development for Fall
2012.
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Appendix A: Individual Program Team Member Reports from
Spring 2012 (Note: Missing Reports from 2 WP Assistants, Amy Magnifichi Lucas and Matt Kim)

Technology Coordinator End-of-year Report
Erin Frost
This report summarizes the tasks and goals of the Writing Program Technology Coordinator for
the 2011-2012 academic year. Contact Erin Frost (ErinAFrost@gmail.com) with questions.

Introduction
This report suggests and documents the following generalizations about the technology
coordinator position in academic year 2011-2012 and how it might look in the future:
1. Support for instructors (including professional development and troubleshooting work)
must be the technology coordinator’s priority and
2. Web maintenance and development can support this priority as well as fostering a
social/learning/writing community.

Tasks and Events
This section details the major time expenditures of the Writing Program Technology
Coordinator for the 2011-2012 academic year.

●
●
●

●
●

ISUwriting.com (~60 hours) - Maintenance of ISUwriting.com, including regular tweets,
blog updates, and usability testing and re-organization. NOTE: Usability testing was a
significant time expenditure that was unique to this semester.
Professional Development (~20 hours) – This includes the planning and organization
of Tech Times in collaboration with the professional development coordinator as well as
an increased effort to collaborating with the CTLT.
Tech office hours (~15 hours) – Tech office hours include any time devoted to helping
instructors with technology questions or concerns as they arise. This may include
fielding questions about use of the STV250 folders, working as a liaison between
instructors and CAS-IT, responding to requests for specific kinds of technology support
to aid teaching, or providing help in archiving materials related the Spring 2012
program-wide assessment.
Meetings (~15 hours) – WPLT meetings and meetings with the WP Director
Miscellaneous (~20 hours) – I include in this category other items that don’t fit into the
categories above or that move across the categories above in ways that prevent them
from fitting; for example: doing research on technologies to help other Program
Assistants in their work, or attending Writing Program functions that are not
organizational meetings.
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Recommendations
The development of ISUwriting.com was an important use of time and has the potential to be a
dynamic and important part of the Writing Program for years to come. I recommend that future
technology liaisons devote significant time to maintaining and further developing the relevance
of this space. Specifically, there are two remaining suggestions from usability testing this
semester that I was unable to implement:
1. Include photos wherever possible to improve design and give a sense of familiarity
2. Find a way to let readers always know which page they are currently on in the hierarchy
of the website. One reviewer noted that “if a link is selected and clicked in the drop
down menus, the menu bar item does not highlight.”
In addition, maintaining a website that is as simple and intuitive as possible is vital to getting
instructors to make use of it. This means constant attention to re-organization and
deleting/updating older materials as well as differentiation between what belongs on the
website and what belongs in the Writing Research Archive.
Technology-related professional development should also be a high priority, but can easily take
up a lot of time. Time spent developing materials for Tech Time programming should be
limited, as that programming seemed highly effective but only for a small number of people.
Instead, working toward utilizing the Center for Teaching, Learning, and Technology as a
driving force for technology-related professional development can increase the impact of
technology-based teaching in the Writing Program while minimizing time spent on the part of
the Technology Coordinator. The Tech Time @ CTLT experiment was a success in that it
reduced the technology liaison’s time spent on technology-related professional development
programming while also increasing opportunities—including blog posts written by the
technology coordinator—for WP instructors to access this programming. I recommend that
future technology liaisons continue working with the CTLT. I also have two specific conclusions
regarding this concept:
1. It may be helpful to utilize the CTLT’s “workshop by request” option, as instructors seem
more likely to attend events that are held in Stevenson Hall and
2. The technology liaison should work to make technology-related professional
development visible at ISUwriting.com so that instructors can access that information at
their leisure.

Additional Information
For additional information about the Technology Coordinator position, request access to the
Writing Program’s Google Docs archive. Once inside, navigate to “Annual Reports,” “Spring 2012
Semester Reports,” “Technology Coordinator Documents.” This folder contains the following:

A. Tech Coordinator 2011-12 Report – A copy of this document
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B. Tech Coordinator Spring 2012 Task List – List of basic tasks expected of the
technology coordinator in Spring 2012.
C. Hours Worked Tech Coordinator Spring 2012 – An accounting of hours worked
by the technology coordinator in Spring 2012 on a day-to-day basis, with totals
tallied weekly.
D. Frost Spring 2012 Semester Report – The end-of-semester report upon which
this report was based. (The WP’s Google Docs also contain a Fall 2011 Semester
Report.)
E. White Paper Template – This document is a template for producing Writing
Program sponsored white papers, developed in conjunction with the
Professional Development Coordinator.
F. Tech Times at CTLT – This document contains the schedule and topics for Tech
Time @ CTLT programming for Spring 2012
G. Tech Times – This document contains the schedule and topics for Tech Times
for Spring 2012
H. Usability Testing –This document gives the timeline I used for usability testing
on ISUwriting.com in Spring 2012, as well as summaries of the three individual
tests. The full set of data collected from testing is available by emailing
ErinAFrost@gmail.com.
I. 2012 Spring Summit Program – This program is archived here in the format in
which it was put on ISUwriting.com. Following this template may be helpful for
future Summits.

Spring 2012 Semester Report
Amy Hicks—K-12 Outreach Research Assistant
Narrative/Summary: I spent the majority of my work hours planning the second K-12 &
University Writing Instruction Exchange event, which took place on May 4, 2012. At the
beginning of the semester, there were tentative plans to have two events (one with the Clinton
School District Writing Committee and one with the participant group from last semester’s
exchange), and time was spent determining when to schedule these events. Ultimately, only one
event was planned for the date mentioned above, with the participant group from last semester.
As per this group’s request, I coordinated a workshop, an event where K-12 teachers could re-
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work existing assignments or units to reflect a genre studies model. The ISU instructors worked
on creating “bridge” assignments, or assignments that use high school genres as a way to connect
existing genre knowledge to produce work in ISU writing classes.
I also spent time discussing the Fall Writing Summit with Elizabeth Williams, Amy Magnafichi
Lucas, and Kellie Sharp-Hoskins. I offered them feedback about their plans for this event. I spent
the remaining hours collecting documents from instructors for the Writing Program Archives and
engaging in other miscellaneous tasks.
Events/Tasks: The following is a description of each major event and task I worked on this
semester and includes the amount of time I spent working on each event or task. (See the chart
below for an overall breakdown of time spent on tasks.)
1) K-12 & University Writing Instruction Exchange Workshop (65.5 hours)
I created multiple documents for this event and sent these documents to Kristin Marshall (my
K-12 liaison) so that she could distribute them to K-12 teachers. Some of these documents,
such as a workshop overview, schedule, and emails to ISU participants, were sent before the
event. Other documents, such as a “start-up” sheet and the final schedule, were available to
the participants the day of the event. I also gathered materials for the participants, such as
legal pads, pens, and nametags. Laura purchased these materials and ordered food, as per my
request. (For a more detailed explanation of the planning I did for this event, see my
summary report and appendices.)
2) WPLT Meetings (15.5 hours)
I attended all biweekly WPLT meetings and individual meetings with Joyce. I gave reports to
the other WPLT members about the workshop event, shared the documents I had created for
the event, and met with Joyce one-on-one about my major tasks for the semester.
3) Writing Program Archives (12.5 hours)
I reviewed all course documents created by new instructors who took ENG 402 in the fall.
After reviewing these documents, I determined which course plans best reflected genre
studies/CHAT pedagogies. I contacted the writers of these course plans and provided
feedback and comments. These comments focused on how these instructors could revise their
course plans to follow the model that Joyce had provided for these documents. I collected
four (out of seven) sets of course materials that will be uploaded to the Writing Program
Archives. I am still attempting to collate these documents.
4) Fall Writing Summit (12 hours)
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I discussed the plans for the Fall Writing Summit with Elizabeth, Amy, and Kellie. I
provided them with feedback about the schedules they have created and offered suggestions
for specific sessions during orientation and the Summit. I also proposed a special session for
the Summit, a session that could draw on the work completed at the May 4 workshop event.
5) Miscellaneous (23 hours)
My miscellaneous tasks included working with Matthew Kim on his outreach project,
presenting work at CCCC that focused on the work I had done at the first Writing Instruction
Exchange event, and meeting with special guest speakers. I worked on these tasks throughout
the semester.
Recommendations/Plans: The time I spent coordinating the second Writing Instruction
Exchange was productive, but I recommend that Emily Johnston, the upcoming K-12 Outreach
Research Assistant, attempt to solidify dates for any upcoming events early on in the semester or
even before the semester begins. It was difficult to plan how I would spend my time doing tasks
when I did not know when the event would happen. I also recommend that Emily create hard
copies of surveys, rather than an electronic one, because I have only received one response to the
survey I created online. Finally, I would recommend that Emily try to plan two events each
semester, since I had to look for other tasks to complete during “down” time.
During the upcoming school year, I hope to make some small changes to the types of
professional development events I coordinate, since I will be the new Professional Development
Program Assistant. I have discussed possible changes with Kellie, the current Professional
Development PA, but I do not have any concrete plans as of yet. I would like to focus on
increasing attendance at such events and attempting to include instructors who are in their 4th or
5th year as well as NTTs.
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Semester Report Spring 2012
Kristi McDuffie – Associate Editor for the Grassroots Writing Research
Journal
June 9, 2012
This semester, I focused on producing the Fall 2012 and Spring 2013 issues. The semester
began with asking the four Assistant Editors to review the 38 articles submitted for
consideration. We quickly accepted the best articles for publication in the Fall issue and
returned feedback to authors with relatively quick turnaround times. Authors revised one or
two times and, after the articles were copyedited, we put together all materials for the
publisher, including the articles and all of their images, directions to the publisher, the Table of
Contents, the From the Editors document, and the Publishing with the GWRJ document. We also
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created an editorial style sheet. With fourteen new articles published, including our first multimedia work, the Fall issue is arguably the best issue we have produced thus far, with strong
articles on a variety of writing issues and genres.
During this time, we also worked on the Spring 2013 issue by accepting articles for publication
and sending revision feedback to authors on a slower timeline. Authors revised their articles
two to four times, with all work being completed in early May. The remaining production steps
for the Spring issue, which includes editing of articles and images and preparation of material
for the publisher, will be completed this summer. Some production steps, such as corrections
to the production draft received from the publisher, might continue into the fall semester.
During this semester, we have continued to refine our working relationships with our publisher,
Stipes, and our production timelines. We have been successful in working further ahead into the
future while simultaneously streamlining certain aspects of production. For example, since Fall
2012 was the second issue we have worked with a particular graphic designer at Stipes, we
reduced the number of revisions we needed to request with the issue layout. We also had much
less training for our Assistant Editors this Spring given the training that occurred in the fall.
Another streamlining feature currently in progress is to use particular cover designs with
rotating color schemes. We expect to continue our ability to work further ahead into the future,
as we have already begun collecting submissions for the Fall 2013 issue.
Another significant change for my position as Associate Editor has been a move towards
managing the production process, rather than doing all of the reviewing and editing work,
given the four Assistant Editors on staff this semester. I maintain primary responsibility for
choosing articles for publication, having the final say on revision requests, performing the final
editing and layout of articles, performing all image work, providing materials and revision
requests to the publisher, and ensuring the quality of the final printed version. However, I have
been able to delegate all of the reviewing and copyediting processes and some of the other
editing and article preparation processes, which has been an immeasurable help. Assistant
Editors also helped meet with authors, visit classes, and host a Coffee Klatch.
Additional duties for me this semester included weekly meetings with the Program Director,
numerous editorial meetings with the Assistant Editors, working with Cheryl Ball to provide
GWRJ materials for her technical editing class, and beginning to train the incoming Associate
Editor for next year.
Below please find the Table of Contents for the Fall 2012 issue, a production timeline for the
Fall 2012 issue, and a production timeline for the Spring 2013 issue.
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Table of Contents Issue 3.1 – Fall 2012
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

From the Editors
In Search of SOL: Graffiti and the Formation of a Writing Identity…Evan Nave
Writing with Tattoo Ink: Composing that Gets Under the Skin…Lisa L. Phillips
If Wallets Could Talk: Investigating the Genre of Receipts…Dustin Grayson
Journey to the Center of a Vlog: One Woman’s Exploration of the Genre of Video
Blogs…Karly Marie Grice
6. Sass in 140 Characters: Learning to Communicate on the Social Network…Marc
Vanderjack
7. I Think, Therefore IM: Instant Messaging and Sisterhood…Erin Kilian
8. Sports Journalists Have Love/Hate Relationships with Comment Boxes…Nicole Osolin
9. One Audience Too Many: An Interview on Prescriptive and Receptive Audiences in
Screenwriting…Irina Nersessova
10. Commas Here, Commas There, Commas Everywhere!...Sarah Scharlau
11. Understanding Language and Culture with Cultural Historical Activity Theory…Tyler
Kostecki
12. The Grape DimetappTM Effect: Revising the “Revision as Medicine” Metaphor…Moria
Torrington
13. My Relationship with Writing…Samantha Stout
14. From Cordially Yours to What’s Up: Investigating Formal and Informal Letters…Brad Ure
15. So What’s a Quad Chart, Exactly?: Exercises in Genre...Erin Frost
16. Publishing with the Grassroots Writing Research Journal…GWRJ Editors
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Production Schedule for Issue 3.1 – Fall 2012
Dec. 16
Submission deadline
Feb. 1
Deadline for article reviews from Assistant Editors and authors
notified of acceptance and provided feedback
Feb. 18
Revised articles due
Mar. 1
Final revisions sent to authors
Mar. 8
Final articles and images received from authors
Mar. 15
Copyediting deadline and pre-production drafts to Stipes for layout
(materials actually submitted March 15)
Apr. 15
Stipes sends us production draft (draft actually returned April 5;
copyediting on our end completed by April 16)
May 15
Corrections returned to Stipes on production draft (corrections
actually returned April 29)
Jun. 15
Stipes sends us next round of production drafts (proofs actually
returned May 11; revisions sent May 30; final proofs received May 31;
a preview of the entire issue as will be printed to be received midJune)
Jul. 1
Issue to print (anticipated)
Aug. 9
Books in bookstores and desk copies received (anticipated)

Production Schedule for Issue 3.2 – Spring 2013
Feb. 1
Submission deadline
Feb. 15
Deadline for article reviews from Assistant Editors and authors
notified of acceptance and provided feedback
Mar. 15
Revised articles due
Apr. 5
Final revisions sent to authors
Apr. 20
Final articles and images received from authors
Jun. 30
Copyediting deadline and pre-production drafts to Stipes for layout
Jul. 31
Stipes sends us production draft
Aug. 20
Corrections returned to Stipes on production draft
Sept. 15
Stipes sends us next round of production drafts
Oct. 1
Final corrections submitted and issue to print

Spring 2012 Semester Report
Hilary Selznick
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In the following informational report, I will list the responsibilities and tasks I have had as the
English 145 Program Assistant for Spring 2012.
Spring Summit 2012
•
•
•
•
•
•

Worked on arranging the summit with the Writing Program Leadership Team
Chaired Spring Summit panels
Attended sessions and wrote up descriptions of presentations for the Writing Program
website.
Lead the breakout session for 145.13 instructors and introduced the 145.13 WAC Research
Program to instructors
Sent emails to all new 145 & 145.13 instructors teachers introducing myself and offering
help with syllabus planning.
Reviewed syllabi of instructors not in attendance at orientation and gave feedback on their
materials.

. Ethnographies Spring 2012
•
•
•

Observed all new English 145 and 145.13 instructor’s courses and conducted ethnographies.
Met with instructors reviewing the ethnographies.
Worked with instructors to make syllabi and assignment sheet changes to reflect genrestudies.

Correspondence with English 145 & 145.13 instructors
A great amount of the work done for this PAship, is making sure that faculty and instructors are
comfortable with genre-studies pedagogy and the Writing Program goals. Since the transition is
difficult for many NTTs who taught composition prior to the genre-studies model to adapt to
genre-studies, being on hand to answer emails, meet, and answer questions is an expectation. I had
to do a certain amount of peace-keeping to make sure instructors were feeling heard and validated
while also pushing forward the goals of the Writing Program.
The English 145.13 WAC Research Project
In Fall 2011, began work on the following interdisciplinary project:
The English 145.13 Writing Across the Curriculum Research Project Pilot emerged from a course
re-design study that looked at the relationship between English 145.13 and the Business College.
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The study suggested that the relationship between the two colleges have not been in effect since the
English 145.13 course was designed ten years ago. As a result, it has not been clear to instructors
and students how English 145.13 represents the goals of both colleges. In order to rebuild the
relationship between the English Department and the Business College and to ensure that our
students will be able to transfer knowledge from 145.13 to their classes in the Business College,
instructors will be asked to implement the English 145.13 WAC Research Pilot Project in the Spring
2012 semester.
For this project, students will be asked to investigate the genres taught and used in their specific field
of business within Illinois State University’s Business College. Students will need to conduct
interviews with professors in their particular area of business; collect and analyze assignment sheets,
handouts and other materials from their classes; talk with older students in their area and current
students about the genres used in their field; conduct class ethnographies and participate in other
types of field research. Students will need to do genre analyses of these documents and articulate
how these genres represent their specific area of business as well as in their area’s discourse
community. Students will be working in groups according to their specific fields. At the end of the
project, they will need to turn in as a group a genre analysis report, and individually execute two
(depending on what genres) of the genres they researched. Students will need to archive all their
materials pertaining to this project in a Stevenson 25o folder named for this project.
Both the Writing Program and the English Department sponsors the English 145.13: WAC
Research Pilot Project. The reason this project is only at the pilot stage is because at this point we do
not know how effective this project will be in meeting the goals of both colleges or whether
instructors and students will find this project in its present form to be most valuable. At the end of
the semester the Writing Program will ask instructors and students to assess the project based on
assessment criteria designed by the Writing Program. This is why it is necessary to collect all relevant
data in a Stevenson 250 folder.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Individually met with all English 145.13 instructors to discuss the WAC Research Project
Created three consent forms and introduction letters for COB faculty, business professionals
and students.
Helped implement the program with instructors
Had meetings on data collection
Kept track of each instructor’s plan for teaching and collecting materials for the project
Create s student and instructor survey regarding the effectiveness of the project
Emailed instructors in regards to the details of the project
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Collected the data from the project

Assisted PAs on the Leadership Team
Since I had more hours then I need to do the above tasks, I assisted other PAs in their projects. I
helped with copyediting, proofreading, writing promotional materials and planning projects.
Writing Program Leadership Meetings
• Attended weekly WPLT meetings and individual meetings with the Writing Program
Director, Joyce Walker.
• Helped with idea generation, planning activities, professional development suggestions,
and orientation plans.
• As a PA, I was at hand to assist all instructors teaching for the Writing Program.
English 145 Textbook Review
Throughout the semester, I talked with the English 145 instructors regarding a required textbook for
the course. I created a survey with the different choices of textbooks for English 145 to be ranked
and commented on. I held several meetings with English 145 instructors to hear their thoughts on
the textbook decision and to have them fill out the survey/preference forms. I followed up with a
written report of the meetings which was sent to Joyce Walker. At the end of the semester, Dr.
Walker and I decided to have English 145 instructors use the 101 Grassroots Writing Research
Annual for Fall 2012 for a trial period.
Future Responsibilities:
I will be working this summer to analyze the data from the English 145.13 WAC Research Project.
The analysis will help inform the Business Writing Summer Bootcamp 2013 and will be used to
assist in the teaching of English 145.13.
The English 145 PA for next year will want to continue working with instructors on syllabus
planning and continue with ethnographies of new 145 instructors. The textbook decision will need
to be reviewed again for 145 at the end of Fall 2012. It might also be a good idea to start thinking
about a 145.13 text as well. Also, the new PA will need to decide what to do with the information
from the WAC 145.13 project and if the project should be implemented for Fall 2012 or Spring
2013.
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Semester Report—Kellie Sharp-Hoskins
Spring 2012
Date
Orientation
Th 1.12

Activity
Critical Inquiry Colloquium
Prep for Orientation

2
4

F 1.13
Week 1
T 1.17
W 1.18

Spring Orientation

8

PA Mtg
Coordinate with Erin on Professional Development Activities—discussed
professional development needs and timing

1
3

Coordinate and Plan with Elizabeth to plan new 101 cohort mtgs; email
group to coordinate dates and times
Create Professional Development Calendar
Write Reviews of Orientation
101 New Instructors’ mtg
Weekly meeting with Joyce
101 New Instructors’ mtg
Coordinate/Invite Instructors to host Coffee Klatches
Copy and distribute professional development calendar

2
2
1
1
.5
1
1
.5

PA Mtg
Prep for Program Papers
Program Paper meeting—start to work on white paper about CHAT
Weekly Mtg with Joyce

1
1
2
.5

Week 2
M 1.23

T 1.24
W 1.25

Week 3
T 1.31
W 2.1
Th 2.2
Week 4
T 2.6
W 2.7
Th 2.8
Week 5
T 2.14
W 2.15
Th 2.16
Week 6

Hours

101 New Instructors Mtg
Prep for Coffee Klatch
101 New Instructors Mtg
Coffee Klatch
Program Papers
Talk with Elizabeth about new instructors’ prof dev needs

1
1
1
1
2
1

PA Mtg
Work on Resources for Web—write up of activities we have been
discussing in 101 new instructor mtgs
Mtg with Joyce

1
2
1
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T 2.21
W 2.22
Th 2.23

S 2.25
Week 7
M 2.27
T 2.28
W 2.29
Th 3.1
Week 8
M 3.5
T 3.6
W 3.7
Th 3.8
Week 9
S 3.18
Th 3.22
F 3.23
Week 10
S 3.25
M 3.26
T 3.27

W 3.28
Th 3.29
Week 11
T 4.2
W 4.3
Week 12
T 4.10
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101 New Instructors’ Mtg
Talk with Elizabeth about new instructors’ prof dev needs
101 New Instructors’ Mtg
Program Papers—draft of CHAT white paper
Mtg with Joyce
Talked with potential applicants to PA positions about Professional
Development Coordinator responsibilities
Talked to Dustin about dealing with student absences
Program Papers—Draft of CHAT white paper
Emailed reminders to listserv @ Coffee Klatch host
Talked with Erin @ Program Papers Design
PA Mtg
Coffee Klatch
Mtg with Joyce
Paul Prior Stuff (to get ideas for Program Papers)
Look at brochure for Genre Bus
Program Papers
101 New Instructor’s mtg
Program Papers
101 New Instructor’s mtg
Create Genre Bus Brochure Mock Up
Spring Break
Responded to email from new instructor who had issue with student
CCCC—attended workshops; schmoozed with rhet/comp scholars
CCCC-- attended workshops; schmoozed with rhet/comp scholars
Orientation schedule for returning instructors
Call for Proposals for Fall Summit—Draft
Usability Test for Website
LOTS of emails with Nancy
PA Meeting
Fallout from Nancy Situation (this actually took more than this amount
of time—many hours and units of brain space, many hours of sleep,
talking to mentors, retelling the story, etc). 10 hours seems (sorta) fair
to represent this.
Emails to coordinate new instructor mtgs
Picked up Kevin from Airport
Program papers
Individual mtg with Joyce

1
1
1
2
1
1
.5
1
.5
1
1.25
1
.75
4
1
2
1
2
1
3

.5

1
1
.5
1
1.5
10

.5
1
2
2

101 New Instructor’s Mtg
101 New Instructor’s Mtg

1
1

PA mtg

1
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Th 4.12
Week 13
T 4.17
Th 4.19
Week 14
T 4.24
Th 4.26
Week 15
S
T 5.1
Th 5.3
F 5.4
Week 16
T 5.8
W 5.9
Week 17
M 5.14
W 5.16
Hours
total
To date
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Program Papers

2

Mtg with Joyce

.5

Mtg with Joyce

.5

Prof Dev Prizes—certificate design
Program Papers
PA Mtg
Final touches on Prof Dev prizes
Mtg with Joyce
Emails to potential summit presenters (for fall 2012)
k-12 Exchange

1
2
1
1
1
1
7

101 Assessment—Initial Mtg
Mtg with Amy Hicks About Fall 2012 Professional Development
Work on 101 Assessment
101 Assessment

1
2
5
3

Finalize CHAT White Paper
Communicate with panelists about fall summit

1
1

101 Assessment
Finalize Fall summit presenters

2
1
125.5
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Semester Re-cap
Spring 2012
Elizabeth Williams
Writing Program Assistant 101
Observations
and
Ethnographie
s
3%

Total Hours

Fall
Orientation
20%
Spring
Orientation
13%

Meetings
17%

Mentoring
27%

Administrativ
e (Email,
recording
hours, etc)
20%
The Spring Semester was surprisingly different from the Fall. My focus on teachers and
teaching remained the same, but the amount of mentoring that I did increased dramatically.
This increase was not difficult to manage as it seemed to spread fairly equally between weeks.
This semester, I did not see the drastic peaks and valleys in my hours per week. I think that the
fact that I was more comfortable in the position and more attuned to my own scheduling needs
and the demands of the job perhaps made the work spread out more evenly throughout the
semester. I started the semester with Spring Orientation. The majority of my hours this
semester were spent mentoring new 101 instructors. I also did observations and worked on
planning orientation for Fall.
101 Cohort Meetings (20 hours)
In partnership with Kellie Sharp-Hoskins, I led bi-monthly cohort meetings with new 101
instructors. During this time, Kellie and I facilitated conversations between 101 instructors in
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terms of trouble-shooting, lesson planning, and assessment. We attempted to make this time
productive for instructors by modeling how to ask for help from a group of peers as well as
how to contribute to others. In an effort to meet everyone’s scheduling needs, we split the
group and met on both Tuesday and Wednesday. Each session was different and was
specifically dictated by the needs of individuals in each group. The majority of our sessions
were dedicated to assisting one another with lesson planning or working through activities and
scaffolding. Early in the semester, we saw almost all of the new 101 instructors, but as the
semester went on attendance dropped. However, I think that those who attended were
appreciative of the help and hopefully learned to help each other outside of a “formal” meeting
time.
Individual Mentoring (25 hours)
In addition to the bimonthly cohort meetings, I mentored several individuals on a more
frequent basis. Each week, I met for an hour with Josh Hernandez to help him think through
lesson plans and assessment. There were others who sought individual help, but they were
not regularly scheduled meetings. All of these meetings were focused on individual needs
within the classroom. I offered support and advice as well as attempting to “push” individual
planning and classroom practices to challenge and enhance instruction.
Observations and Ethnographies (10 hours)
Throughout the semester, I observed and wrote ethnographies for instructors who were
teaching Eng 101 for the first time. When I delivered the ethnography, I had a brief
conversation with each instructor and offered constructive feedback when the instructor was
open to it. That is to say that I performed the observation and ethnography with a sense of
objectivity, but if the instructor inquired or if I felt that the instructor was open to shifting small
things in their classroom I offered that feedback as well. Although the observations and
ethnographies are not evaluative in nature, I think there is value in being able to give and
receive peer-based feedback. In terms of scheduling, this semester was more difficult than the
Fall semester. Some instructors were resistant (passively) to having me in their classroom.
However, most of those who I was unable to see this Spring, I will be able to visit in the Fall.
Spring Orientation (21 hours)
Complete details of Spring Orientation can be found in the packet I completed earlier.
Fall Orientation Planning (32 hours)
Fall Orientation Planning has been a semester long project for me. While I think that the
work I put into planning orientation was necessary at this point, I don’t expect that the same
number of hours would be necessary every semester. A significant number of hours were spent
doing some conceptual changes to the ways in which we used the time we have with
participants. If these conceptual changes are effective, there should be a more limited work
load in terms of deciding content and assigning facilitators for future orientations. After the
success of the Spring Orientation, we started discussing the ways in which we could shift some
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of Fall orientation in order to make it more productive. In order to do this, I spent time looking
back at the feedback surveys from Fall Orientation as well as entering into multiple
conversations with my peers about how we could structure or re-structure the orientation
schedule to make it more productive. We spent some time experimenting with different
schedule configurations and ways address all of the topics we need to address while using less
time and accommodating for those instructors who need individual time to process and work.
As we were planning, we also wanted to set the schedule up so that new WPLT members
would be able to step in and lead sessions while still sticking to the original schedule. In order
to do this, we have developed learning objectives for every segment of time within the Fall
orientation schedule. While some of these segments of time suggest a particular activity, most
allow for the facilitator to determine the needs of the group as well as their own facilitation
style and use those in order to meet the set objectives.
The Fall schedule underwent multiple reviews and revisions. The 2011-2012 WPLT saw
the schedule twice and suggested revisions as well as noting things that were missing. The
new 2012-2013 WPLT saw the schedule once and also suggested revisions.
Reflections and Recommendations
As I was coding the hours and the kinds of work I was doing, I was dismayed to find so
much administrative work. I think in the future, I can plan my time better in order to limit the
amount of administrative hours that I do. Additionally, I think I can more effectively code the
time I spend on email as time that is spent mentoring.
In future semesters, I want to plan my mentoring time more carefully in an effort to
increase the time I spend mentoring instructors. For me, mentoring is the key component to
this job and the way in which I mentor effects not only instructors and students, but also future
101 coordinators. With that in mind, I hope to allocate more of my time for mentoring in the
Fall. I know that the workload shifts depending on the number of new instructors, but I believe
that I could spend more time working with the professional development coordinator to work
with experienced instructors as well.
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Appendix B: Individual Program Team Member Reports from Fall
2012 (All reports included)

Fall 2012 Semester Report
Amy Hicks--Professional Development Assistant
Narrative/Summary: I divided the majority of my work hours between four major
areas: (1) planning the Fall Summit, (2) planning professional development events, (3)
planning the Spring Summit, based on feedback from surveys and colleagues, and (4)
attending WPLT meetings and preparing for these meetings.
Before the semester began, I spent a significant amount of time coordinating the
Fall Summit. I stayed in contact with Kellie Sharp-Hoskins, the former Professional
Development Assistant, to know which tasks she had taken care of before the
Spring semester ended. (A more detailed list of the tasks I completed for the Fall
Summit can be found in the Fall Summit Event Report.)
Near the beginning of the fall semester, I began planning the professional
development events, drawing on comments from other Writing Program (WP)
instructors and inviting instructors to facilitate some of these events. I then created a
calendar of professional development sessions and distributed these to WP teachers.
Before each event, I sent reminders to the 101 and 145 listservs and checked in with
the facilitators to see if they needed copies or anything from me. I also worked
closely with Laura Monczunski to purchase food and drinks for each event. In total, I
coordinated 12 professional development events.
At the beginning of October, I began planning the Spring Summit by first revising the
existing call for proposals to emphasize incorporating sessions specifically for 145
and
145.13 instructors. After receiving proposals, I formed panels and invited specific
instructors to facilitate roundtable sessions. I worked with Laura to reserve rooms
and order food for this event. (For a more detailed outline of the work I did in
planning the Spring Summit, see the event report I will create after the Summit
takes place in January 2013.)
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Events/Tasks: The following is a description of each major event and task I worked
on this semester and includes the amount of time I spent working on each. I have
categorized the events and tasks under four specific categories. These categories
are also listed on the attached pie chart.
• Fall Summit Planning (~5.5 hours)-This is an event for new and returning Writing
Program instructors. It is structured like a conference and includes concurrent
sessions in the morning, with business meeting-type sessions in the afternoon. The
Summit is a replacement of new and returning instructor “orientation.” While I did
not “count” many of the hours spent coordinating the Fall Summit on my time sheet,
I spent some time (i.e. around 11 hours) during Summer break and much of
Orientation (i.e. around 40 hours) working on this.
• Professional Development Events (~90.75 hours)-I spent the majority of my
work hours planning and coordinating various professional development
opportunities for WP instructors. Included here are meetings with 101 instructors
and the time I spent working on print resources for the WP. For the Fall semester,
I coordinated four types of events in hopes that this variety would appeal to many
instructors. The four events are, as follows:
• Coffee Klatch: These sessions are facilitated by WP instructors and focus
on sharing and creating knowledge and practices.
Program
Papers: These sessions function to provide instructors with written
•
resources that I create along with the instructors who attend these sessions.
This semester I focused on formative assessment.
• Pizza Party: The party is the most informal of all the professional development
sessions and functions to provide a space for instructors to gather, eat pizza,
and discuss a specific aspect of teaching.
Brown
Bag Lunch: These sessions are designed for instructors to bring in
•
their lunch and discuss their teaching practices.
• Spring Summit Planning (~27.25 hours)-In the latter part of the semester, I began
planning the Spring Summit. This planning included revising and sending out the
call for proposals, forming panels of presenters, reserving rooms, making food lists,
etc. (I will include more detailed information about the Summit in a special event
report after the Summit takes place.)
• Writing Program Meetings and Prep for Meetings (~34.5 hours)-This includes
WPLT meetings and meetings with the WP director, as well as the time spent
updating my time sheet each week.
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Recommendations/Plans: It seems as if the duties of the Professional Development
PA are shifting slightly, so I would recommend that more time should be spent on
creating tangible resources for WP instructors, rather than coordinating multiple
events. Moreover, while I planned 12 professional development events for the fall
semester, attendance was low. The most heavily attended events were the monthly
Brown Bag Lunches. Thus, I would like to plan more events like these and send email
(or paper) invitations to instructors I think might be interested in attending, in addition
to sending out a mass invitation through the ENG 101 and 145 listservs.
Also, I spent a good bit of time coordinating the Fall Summit during break and Fall
Orientation, and this time is not reflected above or in the pie chart below. The incoming
Professional Development PA should be aware that s/he may have to work on this
event before the Summit takes place in August. (See the Fall 2012 Summit Report for
more details about my planning of this event.)
Appendix: The pie chart reflects the percentages of total time spent on each of the
four major categories. The line graph reflects the number of work hours spent
completing tasks each week.
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Fall Semester 2012 Report
Chereka Dickerson, ENG 145 Coordinator

Introduction
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Fall 2012, my first semester as English 145 coordinator, was a semester that required a large adjustment for
me. Early in the semester, I focused much of my attention on observations since many of the instructors
were returning; only they were new to teaching English 145. From the middle of the semester forward, I
focused the majority of my attention revising the learning outcomes for both English 145 and 145.13. There
were drastic changes in hours per week, because, for the first half of the semester, at least, my hours were
contingent upon the availability of the instructors whom I was observing and meeting with. My main goal
for this semester was to begin increasing the writing program resources available to English 145 and 145.13
instructors.
For this report, I will outline my tasks and duties for the semester and provide commentary on the tasks and
duties that I have planned for next semester in order to continue to develop resources for 145 and 145.13
instructors. Attached to this report is a visual breakdown of my hours for the semester.

Semester Tasks
Mentoring and Observation
Approximately 17% of my hours or 21 hours of my semester were devoted to mentoring and observation.
For the most part, I conducted classroom observations for the six instructors who were new to teaching
English 145 or 145.13. For these observations, I took observed the class while taking notes on my laptop.
For some of these observations, the instructors involved me in the class, while others didn’t. After each class
observation, I conferenced with the instructor, inquiring if they wanted feedback on anything specific, and,
for the most part, instructors simply wanted any feedback. The conferences after each class observation
were a way for me to touch base with these instructors to see how their course design matched writing
program tenants and philosophies. The notes that I typed during these observations were later revised and
emailed to each instructor. Only one instructor asked for additional feedback, but all of the instructor were
willingly invited me to observe their class again at any time.
The time I spent mentoring this semester was quite limited. On a few occasions, I met with individual
instructors who were interested in teaching English 145 or 145.13 for the first time. These instructors were
mostly concerned about the content of the course and if their ideas matched the learning outcomes and/or
philosophies and tenants of the writing program.
Research and Planning
Approximately 41% of my hours, or 53 hours, were devoted to research and planning. As my primary goal
for the semester was to increase the resources available for 145 and 145.13, the majority of my research and
planning hours were devoted to developing and revising the learning objectives for English 145 and 145.13.
Based on the conversation that I had with the 145 and 145.13 instructors at the fall summit, it was agreed
that the learning objectives needed to be revised. The research hours that I devoted to this project were
mostly studying the learning outcomes, devising questions to ask current 145 and 145.13 instructors about
the learning outcomes, and rewriting and revising the learning outcomes as they previously existed.
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In addition to working on the learning outcomes project as my major focus, I also worked on smaller
projects as well. One small project I worked on, in tandem with Amy Hicks (professional development) was
creating a document to aid the English 145 instructors in using the GRWJ in their course. Amy and I both
spoke with instructors and they expressed concerns about the journal’s suitability for the course.
The rest of my hours were spent preparing notes and progress reports for weekly meetings with the Writing
Program Director and for bi-weekly meetings with the Writing Program Leadership Team.

Meetings
Meetings comprised approximately 25% of my hours, or 32 hours. Meetings were an integral part of me
completing the learning outcomes project for this semester. In addition to my weekly 30 minute meetings
with the Writing Program Director, and my bi-weekly 90 meetings with the Writing Program Leadership
Team, for the first half of the semester, I scheduled meetings individual meetings with two English 145
instructors, and four English 145.13 in order to gauge the extent to which these instructors believed that the
learning objectives matched their understanding of the courses that they were teaching. For these meetings I
had devised as set of 15 questions for both courses, and interviewed each instructor. On average, these
meetings lasted 45-75 minutes.

From the feedback that I received from these instructors, and the

independent research that I had conducted in relation to the learning objectives, I was able to create a
working draft of the learning objective.
Emails
Approximately 14% of my hours, or 19 hours were spent reading and writing emails. For the first half of the
semester, especially, I spent much of my time scheduling meetings with instructors for observations and to
interview them about the learning outcomes. However, much of the communication between the WP
Director and the WP Leadership Team is accomplished through emails. As I had devised earlier drafts of the
learning objectives I was able to share those drafts with others via email. I was also able to share documents
with other 145 instructors via email. I used email most frequently to answer questions for 145 instructors,
and other members of the WP Leadership Team.
Other WPLT Support
At the beginning of the semester, I thought I would provide more support for other WPLT members, but as it
turns out, I mostly collaborated with Amy Hicks on smaller projects and on creating resources and sessions
for English 145 instructors. Toward the end of the semester, Amy and I mostly focused on the Spring
summit. For the summit, we were mostly concerned with creating sessions geared specifically for 145 and
145.13 as well as securing instructors to lead these sessions.

Reflection on Next Semester
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For next semester, I want to finish the learning outcomes project by getting feedback from the English 145
and 145.13 instructors throughout the semester. The purpose of solidifying the learning outcomes is so that
they will be ready for the program wide English 145 assessment.
My next semester, one of my major projects will be developing an instrument for the program wide
assessment.
Additionally, I want to continue my work on increasing resources for the English 145 and 145.13 instructors.
Overall, I am happy with my work in this past semester. As I look over the breakdown of my hours, I would
have liked my time sheet to be more balanced. There were quite a few peaks and valleys in on my time
sheet, so my time spent was not very balanced. Regardless of how my time balanced out, I was able to
accomplish my goal of finishing the working draft of the learning outcomes by the end of the semester.
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Semester Re-cap
Fall 2012
Elizabeth Williams
Writing Program Assistant 101

Series1, Postorientation wrapup, 10, 4%

Total Hours

Series1, Document
Production, 4, 2% Pre-semester/
orientation hours

Series1,
Collaborating
within the team,
5.5, 2%

Administrative
Work
Meetings
Series1,
Mentoring, 75.75,
31%

Series1,
Meetings,
42.5, 17%

Series1, Presemester/
orientation hours,
106.75, 43%

Mentoring
Collaborating
within the team
Post-orientation
wrap-up

Series1,
Administrative
Work, 3, 1%

Document
Production
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Total Hours (without orientation)
Series1, Postorientation wrapup, 10, 7%

Series1,
Administrative
Work, 3, 2%

Series1, Document
Production, 4, 3%

Administrative
Work

Series1,
Collaborating
within the team,
5.5, 4%

Meetings
Series1, Meetings,
42.5, 30%
Series1,
Mentoring, 75.75,
54%

Mentoring
Collaborating
within the team
Post-orientation
wrap-up
Document
Production
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Week 14, Weekly
Hours, 14.5

Week 10, Weekly
Week 3, Weekly
Hours, 11.5
Week 6, Weekly
Week 8, Weekly
Week 11, Weekly
Hours, 11
Week 5, Hours,
Weekly 10.5 Hours, 10.5
Hours, 10.5
Week 15, Weekly
Hours, 10
Week 12, Weekly
Week 7, Weekly
Hours, 9.5
Hours, 9.25
Hours, 9
Week 4, Weekly
Hours, 7.5
Week 2, Weekly
Week 1,Hours,
Weekly6.5
Hours, 6

Week 13, Weekly
Hours, 7.5
Week 9, Weekly
Hours, 5.5

Week 1

Week 2

Week 3

Week 4

Week 5

Week 6

Week 7

Week 9

Week 10

Week 11

Week 12

Week 13

Week 14

Week 15

Week 8

The majority of my hours this semester were spent mentoring new 101 instructors. I
also did observations and some work on document production.
101 Cohort Meetings (16 hours)
In partnership with Amy Hicks, I led bi-monthly cohort meetings with new 101
instructors. During this time, Amy and I facilitated conversations between 101 instructors in
terms of trouble-shooting, lesson planning, and assessment. We attempted to make this time
productive for instructors by modeling how to ask for help from a group of peers as well as
how to contribute to others. Each session was different and was specifically dictated by the
needs of individuals in each group. The majority of our sessions were dedicated to assisting
one another with lesson planning or working through activities and scaffolding. Early in the
semester, we saw almost all of the new 101 instructors, but as the semester went on
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attendance dropped. However, I think that those who attended were appreciative of the help
and hopefully learned to help each other outside of a “formal” meeting time.
Individual Mentoring (25 hours)
In addition to the bimonthly cohort meetings, I mentored several individuals on a more
frequent basis. Several new instructors sought individual help, but they were not regularly
scheduled meetings. All of these meetings were focused on individual needs within the
classroom. I offered support and advice as well as attempting to “push” individual planning and
classroom practices to challenge and enhance instruction.
Observations and Ethnographies (14 hours)
Throughout the semester, I observed and wrote ethnographies for instructors who were
teaching Eng 101 for the first time. When I delivered the ethnography, I had a brief
conversation with each instructor and offered constructive feedback when the instructor was
open to it. That is to say that I performed the observation and ethnography with a sense of
objectivity, but if the instructor inquired or if I felt that the instructor was open to shifting small
things in their classroom I offered that feedback as well. Although the observations and
ethnographies are not evaluative in nature, I think there is value in being able to give and
receive peer-based feedback. I was also able to help shape professional development events
based on the things that I saw in the classroom.
Fall Orientation (106.75 hours)
Complete details of Fall Orientation can be found in the packet I completed earlier.
Reflections and Recommendations
I felt like this was my most productive semester in terms of accomplishing the
mentoring and development goals that I set for myself at the outset of the semester. I spent a
majority of my time with instructors or observing in their classrooms. Additionally, I was able
to balance my own workload to be fairly even across each week of the semester. Of course
there were weeks that had a little more work than others, but that can’t be avoided.
In the Spring, I would like to continue mentoring new instructors but I would also like to
work on some document production that will supplement the orientation and mentoring we do.
Primarily, I would like to be able to produce a document about designing and leading
discussions in the classroom as well as a potential activity “library” that allows teachers to
choose activities to use in their own classrooms.
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Semester Report
Fall 2012
Emily Johnston
K-12 Coordinator/Community Outreach Coordinator
SUMMARY OF SEMESTER ACTIVITIES
This was my first semester working as a Program Assistant, in a relatively new position that the
Writing Program is still in the process of defining: the K-12 Coordinator who facilitates
collaborations with local K-12 instructors interested in using genre studies/activity theory
approaches to the teaching of writing. However, my job title quickly changed to Community
Outreach Coordinator (a position shared with Summer Qabazard) as I discovered that other
community outreach projects demanded more time. The interest/availability among local K-12
instructors was simply not strong enough to necessitate a full ten hours of work per week. The
Community Outreach coordinators work to forge alliances with organizations beyond the
confines of our program: the English Department as a whole, other ISU affiliates, and the
surrounding Bloomington-Normal communities. Overall, I spent my hours on Fall Orientation
and several new community-outreach projects hosted by our Writing Program: the Visiting
Speaker Series, the Grassroots Writing Research Journal special-issues series, and the
Undergraduate Writing Research Scholarship Program. During slower weeks, I helped other
P.A.’s with their projects, as needed.

LIST OF SPECIFIC TASKS/ACTIVITIES
FALL ORIENTATION (43 HOURS)
CURRENT STATUS = COMPLETE
My work for fall orientation started with a brief planning meeting in Spring Semester 2012 and
then a longer meeting the day prior to orientation. During orientation itself, I primarily worked
with Moria Torrington (the 101.10 Coordinator) to facilitate breakout sessions with the new
101.10 consultants. Moria designed and led these sessions, so my role was a supporting one:
attending to the consultants’ questions/concerns, rehearsing consultants’ “First Day Scripts”
with them, and facilitating a session on instructor introductions and first-day activities. My
orientation work culminated with the Fall Summit on Writing Instruction and optional
orientation day. On those days, I served as a “floater” (setting up and breaking down food
stations, taking notes at Dr. Walker’s session on writing research, stepping in for a colleague to
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read her presentation as she could not be present in person at the Summit, and holding “office
hours” for 101.10 consultants to go over their first-day documents with the WPLT).
K-12/ISU COLLABORATIONS (8 HOURS)
CURRENT STATUS = ONGOING THROUGH SPRING 2013 AND BEYOND
Last year, our Writing Program facilitated two workshops for local high school instructors and
instructors in our program to come together and discuss teaching from a genre studies/activity
theory perspective. I attended the second workshop, last Spring, to get a sense of the work
these instructors were doing together. So my initial task this semester was to organize a followup workshop in which participants could revise and complete the “bridge assignments” they
drafted together during last year’s collaborations. The first issue in our GWRJ special-issues
series (see description of this project, below) will compile those bridge assignments for
teachers in K-12 and college settings—assignments that utilize genre studies/activity theory to
link the kinds of writing students are doing in high school to the writing they encounter in
college. Unfortunately, I did not get responses from the high school instructors so I moved onto
other community outreach projects (which are described in detail, below). As the K-12
Coordinator, I also tried to generate interest in K-12/university collaborations by meeting with
Dr. Julie Cheville, the Director of our English Education program, to hear her perspectives on
the kinds of collaborations K-12 instructors might be interested in pursuing with our Writing
Program. The primary outcome of that meeting was developing the Visiting Speaker Series (see
description below for details).
VISITING SPEAKER SERIES (2 HOURS)
CURRENT STATUS = ONGOING THROUGH SPRING 2013AND BEYOND
In the spirit of continuing to cultivate K-12/university relationships, our Writing Program will
bring Dr. Ann Johns to campus in January 2013 as our first visiting speaker. The goal of the
series as a whole is to expand collaborations between our Writing Program and those in our
schools/universities by hosting scholars teaching in multiple contexts (K-12, university, and so
forth) to talk with us about genre studies, activity theory, and the teaching of writing. Over the
course of this semester, Dr. Walker and I designed an outline for Dr. Johns’ campus visit, which
will include a workshop (facilitated by Dr. Johns) for pre-service and in-service K-12 instructors
around using genre studies in the Common Core; classroom visits to Spring English Education
classes; and a lecture by Dr. Johns on her current research, which will speak to the global
studies component of our program. In preparation for Dr. Johns’ visit, I corresponded with
some of the English Ed instructors in our department to measure their interest in having Dr.
Johns visit their classrooms in January. I also helped arrange the logistics of Dr. Johns’ visit
(choosing dates, consulting with Laura Monczunski to make flight and accommodation
reservations).
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GWRJ SPECIAL-ISSUES SERIES (8 HOURS)
CURRENT STATUS = ONGOING THROUGH SPRING 2013 AND BEYOND
The Writing Program will be launching an online special-issue series of our publication, The
Grassroots Writing Research Journal, which will focus on teaching from a genre studies/activity
theory perspective. We anticipate that we will publish the first issue sometime in Fall 2013. I
spent most of my hours this semester working on this project, collaborating closely with
Summer Qabazard. Together, we built some vital foundations for launching the series: a
detailed revision plan for the first issue (linking high school and college writing—see “K-12/ISU
Collaborations” description for more details); as well as a workplan, Vision Statement, and
Editorial Staff for the series as a whole, consulting the main GWRJ team as needed.
UNDERGRADUATE WRITING RESEARCH SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM (12 HOURS)
CURRENT STATUS = ONGOING THROUGH SPRING 2013 AND BEYOND
Since last Spring 2012, I have served as the coordinator and mentor for our undergraduate
writing-research scholars who construct presentations and articles for the GWRJ on writingresearch topics of their choosing. Abbie O’Ryan, our selected scholar for the 2012-13 academic
year, is investigating the writing practices of several organizations of which she is a part—
organizations that are connected to her academic work but are, by definition, “extracurricular.”
At the beginning of the semester, I worked on the logistics of Abbie’s scholarship (putting
paperwork together, coordinating meetings, and so forth). For the rest of the semester, Abbie
and I met face-to-face, every other week. We built a research plan for her project, and Abbie
quickly dove into her actual research, conducting interviews with and observations of the
organizations she is studying. During our meetings, we discussed her findings and
brainstormed ways in which she can begin to form her research into presentation/article forms.
Towards the end of the semester, we put together a drafting plan for Abbie to work on over
winter break. We will pick up with our meetings again in the Spring semester, when she will
also formally present her research in a colloquia sponsored by our Writing Program. As the
scholarship is a relatively new program, I spent a few hours working on ways to increase the
program’s visibility, including developing a website via Word Press and modifying the
application process for prospective scholars.
ADMINISTRATIVE DUTIES (52 HOURS)
CURRENT STATUS = COMPLETE
On most weeks, I attended face-to-face meetings with Dr. Walker and Summer Qabazard. I
attended WPLT group meetings every other week. In addition, I spent roughly ½ - 1 hour each
week on email correspondence related to my PA responsibilities. At the end of the semester, I
spent several hours compiling this report.
SUPPORTING THE WPLT (15 HOURS)
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CURRENT STATUS = COMPLETE
Although the above projects required ongoing time and energy, I still struggled to find ten
hours worth of work each week. Thus, I filled in gaps by supporting my colleagues in their
projects, as needed. The following is a list of those projects and how I helped:
•

Writing Program “Brown Bags” – I helped Amy Hicks (Professional Development
Coordinator) facilitate a Brown Bag discussion on using the GWRJ in 101 and 145;

•

New instructor ethnographies – Since the 101.10 Coordinator could not attend
consultant Jeff Higgins’ 101.10 class, I went in her stead and wrote up a formal
ethnography of Jeff’s class for the Writing Program archives.

•

English 145 learning outcomes – I provided Chereka Dickerson, the 145 Coordinator,
with extensive feedback on the 145 Learning Outcomes as she is in the process of
revising them.

•

The GWRJ research types – I provided Dr. Walker with extensive feedback on a document
she’s preparing for prospective GWRJ contributors.

•

Spring Orientation – I attended a Clickers meeting at LILT, with Amy Hicks, to help her
take notes and plan how to integrate the use of clickers at our Spring orientation
business meeting.

Saying goodbye to Laura Monczunski – In collaboration with Summer, I helped put
together parting gifts for our program’s beloved administrative assistant who will soon
be leaving us!
______________________________________________________________________________
TOTAL HOURS = 140 HOURS
•

RECOMMENDATIONS AND/OR SPRING SEMESTER GOALS
I will continue to work on the above-mentioned projects over winter break, in addition to
resources that we are developing in conjunction with Milner Library around teaching about
research (please see attached Winter Break workplan document for specifics of the work I will
be doing). In Spring semester, I recommend that I continue working on the above-mentioned
collaborative projects, focusing specifically on making these projects more robust and visible in
and beyond our program. Here are some ideas for doing so:
•

K-12/ISU COLLABORATIONS: Designing and then formally inviting participants in last year’s
K-12/ISU instructor workshops to an all-day or half-day revision workshop, to prepare
the “bridge assignments” for our first GWRJ special-issues issue. Since we have now
developed specific goals and plans for the special-issues series and will have a Special
Issues Editor in Spring semester, we can make a formal publication invitation to
participants. Hopefully, this offer will encourage participants to respond even though
they did not at the beginning of this semester.
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•

THE GWRJ SPECIAL-ISSUES SERIES: In addition to the work described above, I will spend time
in Spring semester collaborating with the Editorial Staff to put our first issue together
for our hopeful Fall 2013 launch date.

•

VISITING SPEAKER SERIES: At the beginning of Spring semester, I will focus on preparing for
and hosting Dr. Johns’ visit (Jan 29th – Feb 1st). Later in the semester, I will work with Dr.
Walker to set up our next speaker’s visit (TBD).

•

UNDERGRADUATE WRITING RESEARCH SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM: I will continue to mentor our
scholar, Abbie, in her research process. Specifically, I will arrange an instructional
session with Milner Library, tailored to the specific research demands of Abbie’s project.
In addition, I will design, promote/advertise, and facilitate the Undergraduate Research
Colloquia in February. Abbie will be our featured speaker at that event, but I will also
invite students from past English 101 and/or 145 classes to speak about their identities
as writing researchers. After the colloquia, I will focus on helping Abbie write up her
research as a working draft of a GWRJ article.
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101.10 Coordinator Semester Report
Moria Torrington

101.10 Coordinator Fall 2012 Hours
Distribution

Adminstration
(email, recording
hours, etc.)
12%

Ethnographies
9%

Orientation
28%
Meetings
10%

Mentoring
41%

Introduction
Since the 101.10 Coordinator position was new for me, I focused this semester on developing
resources and figuring out ways to mentor the 101.10 consultants. Because the 101.10
consultants are new to both teaching and graduate school, they require approximately the
same amount of support each week; as a result, I did not see drastic fluctuations in my hours
per week. Though my hours picked up a bit a midterm (due to having started consultant
ethnographies shortly before, as well as emergency trouble-shooting sessions with one
instructor and two consultants, they remained fairly steady throughout the semester. I began
the semester by developing materials and planning 101.10 sessions for Fall Orientation. I then
spent the semester planning meetings to support the 101.10 consultants in their new positions
and to help them prepare for teaching 101 in the Spring. I also spent much of my time
individually mentoring the consultants. I also did ethnographies and developed materials to
help assess where both Fall Orientation for the new Master’s students and the 101.10 lab
sessions could be revised.
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Mentoring (100.5 hours)
During the semester, I led weekly meetings with the new 101.10 consultants; I split these
sessions into two in order to accommodate different schedules, with one meeting on Thursdays
and the other on Fridays. For approximately the first four weeks of meetings, I facilitated
conversations among the consultants in terms of trouble-shooting, designing activities, and
communicating with cooperating instructors and 101.10 students. Though each of these
sessions was different, the majority of our time was spent supporting one another through the
first few weeks of what was for most of them a new situation. I also spent some time this week
modeling for the consultants how to provide this support by both asking and answering
questions, as well as encouraging them to brainstorm and try different teaching practices.
Around midterm, I designed an ethnography assignment for the consultants, asking each of
them to see there of their cohort members. Based on feedback from the consultants in terms of
what they’d like to see during these observations, I designed a directed ethnography focused
on classroom activities and teaching personas. We then dedicated one week’s worth of
meetings to sharing the results of these ethnographies with one another, and I compiled these
results into a draft of an activities compendium that we could distribute to new consultants in
the fall of 2013. The majority of consultants told me they found this helpful in terms of
generating ideas and discovering alternative practices. Immediately following these
ethnographies, using feedback from the consultants on topics they’d like to cover, I generated
an arc for the rest of the semester’s meetings, focusing particularly on topics the consultants
would need to begin considering before teaching 101 in the Spring of 2012. Though we still
began each meeting with a “check-in” or “how’s it going” session where they could speak about
issues in the lab if necessary, we primarily focused on one 101-related topic per meeting. These
topics, in the order we covered them, were: modeling and designing syllabi; reviewing required
elements of the 101 course; learning outcomes & how to understand them in terms of
syllabi/required elements; project designing; assessment and teaching persona transitions;
semester arcs; and scaffolding. Twice during this time, I facilitated a workshop day where
consultants brought in drafts of their 101 materials and gave one another feedback. This
allowed me to see everyone’s course plan in progress. At the end of the semester, I saw 7 of
the consultants individually in order to review their course plans before winter break; the others
reviewed their plans with Elizabeth Williams.
In addition to this extensive group mentoring, I also mentored several consultants on a more
regular basis. On average, I met for approximately one to two hours per week with Lisa
Lindefelser and Josette Lorig. I also spent a fair amount mentoring Josette and her coconsultant Kelsey Forkner, and around midterm, I spent approximately 25-30 hours
troubleshooting issues in their sections. All of these meetings were focused primarily on
trouble-shooting and discussing/managing individual challenges in the classroom, though
much of my one-on-one mentoring outside these three individuals involved offering advice,
support, and ideas about how consultants could advance their classroom practices and
planning.
Orientation (69 hours)
The hours spent on orientation broke down for me into planning and running the 101.10 side
of the event. I spent roughly 29 hours of this time planning, developing materials, and
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mentoring new consultants individually (fielding questions, looking at drafts of icebreakers and
first day documents, etc.). I spent about 40 of these hours actually running orientation and
summit sessions. In terms of planning, Elizabeth had already completed much of the work in
terms of scheduling out sessions and coming up with facilitation topics for these sessions.
However, because I was unable to obtain many materials from the previous 101.10 coordinator
before orientation, I had to develop handouts, notes, plans, and talking points for these
sessions. The materials I developed included a handout that provided an overview of the
101.10 course, a calendar of deliverables that the consultants were expected to produce over
the course of orientation, a guide to what to consider in terms of teaching persona, an activity
that helped the consultants develop their own first day documents, and an example first day
document.
Administration (29 hours)
My administrative duties over the course of the semester included sending emails, setting up
meetings, and recording hours. Much of these hours could also count for mentoring, as a
majority of the emails I was sending and responding to were from consultants asking for
feedback on drafts of 101 materials, ideas about activities, or general questions about the labs
or the 101 course.
Meetings (24 hours)
I have not counted the weekly meetings I facilitated in these hours; rather, the “meetings” hours
include only WPLT and meetings with Joyce and/or Elizabeth.
Ethnographies (22.5 hours)
Throughout the semester, I observed and wrote ethnographies for all the new 101.10
consultants, except for Jeff Higgin’s, whose lab time conflicted with my schedule (Emily
Johnston completed this ethnography for me). When I gave the ethnography to the consultant, I
briefly met with them in order to offer feedback and answer questions. Because my work at JAC
prevented me from observing on Tuesdays, these meetings became impossible to coordinate as
the semester progressed, and so my feedback took the form of “comments” in Word. In other
words, I would type up the ethnography and then use the “comment” feature in Word to ask
questions meant to get the consultant to think about a particular practice, give suggestions,
etc. If a consultant requested more extensive feedback or a face-to-face meeting, I provided it.
Reflections and Recommendations
As I was reflecting on the distribution of my hours this semester, I found that the breakdown
largely reflected the work I felt I had done over the course of the semester. The majority of my
time (almost 50%) was spent mentoring new consultants and helping them prepare for 101 on
the Spring. Because this position was new for me, I feel there are a couple areas in which I
could plan my time better next semester, including administration and orientation. I would like
to devote time next semester to developing a solid set of materials for the 101.10 portion of
fall orientation so that the coordinator has a lot of resources from which to run those sessions.
I would also like to compile a packet of resources that can be used to run the weekly consultant
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meetings. In addition, many of the consultants have expressed a desire for me to continue
facilitating support meetings for them next semester, so I hope to increase my mentoring hours
(as I feel that mentoring is the most important aspect of this position). Finally, I plan to compile
the feedback from the 101.10 students and the feedback from the consultants to generate
some potential options for revising the lab component of the course.

Semester Report
Fall 2012
Ryan Edel
Writing Program Technology Coordinator

Introduction
Included here is my end-of-semester summary for the Writing Program
Technology Coordinator. Overall, I’ve observed some success in reaching
instructors and reassuring them that ReggieNet is a helpful system in the
classroom. There’s been more limited success in promoting other technologies
such as GoogleDocs, but not much. Although Tech Support has accounted for
21 hours and Tech Sessions (Tech Time and the Spring Support Sessions) has
accounted for 23 hours, I expected that more time would go toward directly
supporting instructors. Instead, I’ve devoted quite a bit of time to advertising
throughout the department (via fliers, social media, and New Directions – 18
hours total) in an effort to attract more attention to both technology and
Writing Program resources.
Given the eventful semester my wife and I have had with our first child,
I’ll need to make up additional hours over Winter Break. The focus for these
hours will be expansion of isuwriting.com, planning the technology support
sessions for the Spring Summit, and putting together a website summary for
instructors. However, the trajectory of these efforts will be largely dependent
upon instructor perceptions of their personal technology needs.
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Overall Observations: The Challenges of Expanding Technology Use
Although I would not say the Technology Coordinator position has been
more difficult than expected, I do think the position has had much less of an
effect on the Writing Program than I had hoped. Part of this would be due to
my having an exceptionally busy semester with my wife and I having our first
child, so I haven’t quite reached my 150 hours for the semester. However, a
larger part of the problem is the extreme difficulty I’ve had in reaching out to
instructors. Although I’ve had several very productive conversations with
instructors regarding their uses of technology and there are some true “power
users” within the Writing Program when it comes to ReggieNet and GoogleDocs,
it has been difficult to convince instructors to expand their uses of technology
beyond the levels they can reach on their own. This was, I think, most evident
in my “Choose Your Own Tech Time!” program, in which I placed paper sign-up
sheets in each graduate student’s mailbox with a weekly schedule of half-hour
blocks they could reserve for a one-on-one tech support meeting.
I only received two responses from this program. Given the ease of
signing up and the lack of technology required, this indicates to me that the
desire among instructors to learn new technologies is outweighed by other
factors, such as coursework and outside commitments. Those instructors who
are interested in learning to use technologies such as ReggieNet or GoogleDocs
or blogging tend to already be proficient when it comes to learning
technologies, and so they learn these systems on their own. Other instructors
tend to either use these technologies at a minimal level or avoid them
altogether. Based on my conversations with instructors, it appears that the
majority are comfortable with their present uses of technology in the
classroom, and expanding this usage is not considered an essential part of
personal pedagogy.

Future Planning: Changing Departmental Attitudes Toward Technology
Technology is not a panacea. It cannot overcome poor pedagogy.
However, it can become a very positive aspect of the classroom when it is
integrated within the framework of a well-planned pedagogy without being so
complicated as to overwhelm teachers and students.
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This is, however, very challenging, particularly since very few instructors
have been consistently exposed to effective technology usage in their own
courses. Although e-mail is now ubiquitous, course management systems
(CMS’s) like ReggieNet are still relatively new and disturbingly complicated.
Although I’ve been very pleased by the decision to move from Blackboard to
ReggieNet, it’s clear that the learning curve for this system has discouraged
several instructors, and most faculty members who use ReggieNet still limit
themselves to only very basic functions such as assignment turn-in or singleresponse discussions.
To overcome this, the planned website resources will provide insights as
to how to better utilize ReggieNet, and then the Technology Sessions will
hopefully illustrate the usefulness of both the website and ReggieNet.
Additionally, I believe that the clickers during the business meeting will
illustrate just how interactive technologies can enhance the classroom space by
allowing greater input from students. Additionally, I will contact a few faculty
members to find out if they would be interested in expanding the technology
usage in their graduate courses – this way, I hope that faculty can lead the
graduate students by example.
However, one problem faced by all of these programs is that they are
entirely voluntary, and we have not yet found an effective social means of
encouraging greater participation. Although the transfer of portfolios to the
Writing Program will involve a required use of technology, this will be limited.
Additionally, the more I have examined ReggieNet, the more convinced I am
that it is not currently user-friendly enough for the consistent large-scale
collection of portfolios. If we do choose to mandate ReggieNet for this
purpose, I believe we would need to also mandate a certain level of ReggieNet
training for each instructor. Thus far, Writing Program policy has been to avoid
such mandates regarding technology training, and I don’t believe that
mandated training would necessarily be a good idea unless we could be
reasonably certain that instructors would come away from that training feeling
both satisfied that they had learned something new and comfortable with the
technology.
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Recommendations
I believe the Writing Program has reached a point where our tacit
expectations of technology usage are not being supported by explicit
requirements for instructors to learn these technologies. Although our specific
technology requirements have been limited to portfolio collection, it’s clear
from discussions I’ve had with Joyce and with ENG 101 instructors (as well as
my own experience) that the Spring 2012 Program Assessment was
complicated by widespread uncertainties regarding how the assessments
should be prepared and then shared. Although there have always been
complaints about the STV 250 folders, I can justifiably say that they do
represent the least complicated technology that we have used in the Writing
Program. The major problem I saw with use of the STV-250 folders among my
own students was that my students were unfamiliar with basic filing systems
and naming protocols – and these are skills which are almost never taught
because they are so basic. However, given the large percentage of students
who were unable to navigate this system, it’s easily understandable why
instructors became so frustrated. The issue is that students are very adept at
using certain habitual technologies such as Facebook and e-mail, but they have
never been formally taught (or expected) to digitally organize their work.
From a technology standpoint, it is clear that the STV 250 folders are
placing an unnecessary burden on the university’s technology resources,
especially in this time of transition to ReggieNet. However, if we are going to
discontinue them while also reinstating the end-of-semester portfolio
requirement, we will need to implement some form of mandatory training
before that time comes – preferable a couple months beforehand, so that
instructors have time to become comfortable with the technology so they can
then teach their students.
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Illinois State University
Writing Program
End of Semester Report
Grassroots Writing Research Journal Associate Editor
Sarah Hercula
Overview
This was a great semester for the Grassroots journal. As the journal is getting
more and more stabilized over time, the tasks for different team members to
accomplish and the timeline for completing those tasks is also becoming more
stabilized. Overall, the scope and goals of the journal seem to be more widely
understood among instructors in the program than has been the case in the
past. Furthermore, the overall number and quality of submissions has
increased, perhaps as a result of this increased understanding and support for
the journal. All of this shows signs of progress and increasing coherence for
the journal as it moves into its fourth year of publication.
The editorial team for the journal over the summer of 2012 and throughout the
fall 2012 semester included the following individuals:
1. Joyce Editor, Editor
2. Sarah Hercula, Associate Editor, beginning Fall 2012
3. Kristi McDuffie, Associate Editor, ending Fall 2012
4. Susana Rodriguez, Assistant Editor
5. Chamere Poole, Assistant Editor
6. Lisa Lindenfelser, 402 Assistant Editor
7. Josette Lorig, 402 Assistant Editor
8. Kelsey Forkner, 402 Assistant Editor
9. Jeffrey Higgins, 402 Assistant Editor
10.
Nancy McKinney, Copyeditor
Accomplishments/Task Breakdown
In order to review the work that has been done for the journal this semester, I
have divided different aspects of the journal into several categories, listed and
explained below.
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1. Associate Editor Planning/Record-Keeping/Document Creation and Updating
The first major change for the Grassroots journal this semester has been a shift
in file storage from Google Docs to Dropbox. All of the files I have access to for
the journal are now kept in this space and file naming conventions have also
been established. This has allowed for improved organization and file sharing
among the editorial staff.
Also, throughout the semester, I have created/uploaded a series of documents
for editors, instructors, and authors that have proved useful and should
continue to be updated throughout the semesters to come. All of the files are
currently available in their most updated forms in the “Documents” folder of the
Grassroots Dropbox account. These include the following:
•

•

•

•

•

•

Submissions Spreadsheet—this keeps track of all of the authors we are
working with throughout the semester, including their current status,
their submission and revision dates, the names of the editors working
with them, etc. It is updated on an almost daily basis as authors move
through the submission and revision stages.
Production Schedule—this is created at the beginning of each semester
(and updated throughout the semester) to keep the editorial staff on
track for the reviewing and production of each issue of the journal.
Editorial Style Guide—this document is for authors and editors to
standardize the formatting features of their articles in Microsoft Word.
Each article should meet these conventions before being sent to Stipes
for production.
Assistant Editor Reviewing Guidelines—this document is a guide for
editors to the two-tier revision process for the journal, including
examples of the feedback genres we send to authors
Teaching with the GWRJ—this document is written with Writing Program
instructors for its audience, listing Grassroots articles topically to assist
teachers with selecting articles for their students to read, as well as
providing tips for how to teach the Grassroots article as a project in their
classes
Research with the GWRJ—this document, created by Joyce Walker, is a
new document with authors as its audience, suggesting potential types of
research to for potential authors that can shape potential articles
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This semester, I also streamlined the reviewing process in terms of the kind of
feedback given to authors at different stages of the process. This includes,
first, the two-tier reviewing method in which each article is assessed upon
receipt of revisions to determine if it is at tier one or tier two. If at tier one, the
author is provided with: 1) two (somewhat lengthier) review letters that
summarize the global issues with the article; 2) a single document of their
article with (minimal) comments from both reviewers included (if needed); and
3) an editorial letter that summarizes the reviewers’ feedback and assigns next
steps/deadlines. If the author is at tier two, they are provided with: 1) an
invitation to publish that includes a summary of the remaining revisions and
steps for formatting and providing images; and 2) a single document of their
article with extensive in-text comments (as needed). I also attempted to
establish conventions around in-text comment labels and feedback file naming
and feedback document formatting in order to provide the authors with
organized, helpful feedback and to ensure the editors’ anonymity.
2. 3.2 Issue—Spring 2013
Because Kristi was willing to stay on with the journal this semester, she saw the
3.2 issue through its production stages, beginning with copyediting and
prepping articles in May 2012 and continuing to review production drafts
throughout the fall semester. Kristi initiated a meeting with Stipes to discuss a
particular article with challenging formatting stipulations and to discuss how to
manage these kinds of issues in the future. With the assistance of Nancy
McKinney and her copyediting skills, Kristi and Stipes produced an excellent
issue of the journal, now printed, ready for distribution to instructors, and
available for purchase in the Bookstore, to be used in the Spring 2013 Writing
Program courses.
3. Writing Program Scholarship Authors
Over the summer of 2012, Susana Rodriguez worked with three WP scholarship
winners (and one other non-scholarship winner) to help them write and revise
their submissions to the Grassroots journal. Throughout the fall semester, I
continued working with these students, and all four are now either ready or
very close to ready for publication. It was a great experience working with these
students. They will be receiving their scholarship money at the beginning of the
Spring 2013 semester.
4. Submissions from Spring/Summer 2012
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When I started this position in the fall, there were a number of submissions
waiting to be reviewed that had been submitted at the end of the Spring 2012
semester or over the summer. All of these authors were provided feedback,
albeit somewhat later into the semester than I had hoped. The 402 editors were
brought into the process of reviewing these articles as a way for them to
“practice” with the genres of editorial feedback before beginning to work with
the 402 articles. This was a positive experience for them and also helped me,
as I had only my hours and Chamere’s limited hours to work with in order to
provide this feedback. Many of these authors have continued to make revisions
throughout the semester, some of whom will be ready for publication in the 4.1
issue. There were a number of these Spring/summer authors, however, who
declined to revise.
5. English 402 Articles
We ended up working with 18 articles written for the requirements for 402. Out
of the 18 articles, 17 authors decided to submit to the journal at the end of the
semester and all of them were invited to publish in either the 4.1 or 4.2 issues
of the journal, based on their readiness. This was a hugely successful group of
402 articles. I will break down the process to explain exactly what we did:
•

•

•

First, the 402 editors “applied” and were selected. Sarah met with them to
explain the scope and reviewing process for the journal. The 402 editors
started their work by being assigned two articles written by
undergraduates that had already submitted to the journal in the previous
Spring semester or over the summer. The editors practiced the genre of
the review letter by providing feedback to these authors before working
with the 402 articles, which tend to be more complicated than
undergraduate submissions.
Next, the 402 authors wrote proposals for their articles. Joyce and
Elizabeth split up the proposals to provide responses to the authors in
order to guide their drafting processes. The 402 editors read these
proposals to prep for their initial review of the articles.
The initial drafts of the 402 articles were split up into two groups—each
group consisted of 8-9 articles being reviewed by two of the 402 editors
and either Joyce or Elizabeth. The 402 editors read through the articles
and wrote initial feedback for the authors in the form of review letters
and in-text comments (as needed). We then had a full-group meeting to
discuss all of the articles, and the editors were given a few more days to

January 2013

•

•

•

66

revise and upload their review letters and in-text comments. Then, the
articles were divided among Joyce, Elizabeth, and Sarah for to write
editorial letters, summarizing the review letters and suggesting next
steps. Sarah then compiled, standardized, and sent out feedback to all of
the authors.
The authors were given one month to write and upload revisions to
ReggieNet along with a letter to the editors describing their attempted
revisions. The authors were also asked to make a decision about whether
they wanted to submit to the journal or not, stating this decision in their
letters to the editors.
The two editorial groups worked on the same set of articles again. Sarah
wrote an initial assessment of each of the articles (over Thanksgiving
break) to determine if they were at tier two or still at tier one in terms of
the needed revisions. Then the 402 editors read the revised articles and
letters to the editors, using Sarah’s feedback to write revision
assessments and in-text comments for each of the authors. We had
another full group meeting to discuss all of the articles and determine: 1)
their readiness for publication in 4.1 or 4.2, and 2) their tier one or tier
two status. The 402 editors were given another few days to revise/upload
their revision assessments and in-text comments. Then the articles were
divided into three groups again—Sarah wrote invitations to
publish/editorial letters for all of the tier two/4.1 authors, and Joyce and
Elizabeth divided up the tier one/4.2 authors to write editorial letters for
them. Then Sarah compiled, standardized, and sent out this “final”
feedback to the authors on the Wednesday of finals week.
I expect to continue working with these 402 authors

6. Progress Towards 4.1 (Fall 2013) and 4.2 (Spring 2014) Issues
We now have a strong list of articles that have been invited to publish in the 4.1
issue of the journal and should be ready for publication in mid-January—these
include 402 authors, WP scholarship winners from Spring 2012, and
undergraduate and graduate authors who submitted to the journal at the end of
the Spring 2012 semester or over the summer of 2012. We also have a decent
list of authors to continue working with over the next semester for publication
in the 4.2 issue of the journal. This means that we are in a great place our
fourth year of publication.
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Recommendations
Based on my experiences this semester, I have a few recommendations for next
semester and the future of the journal, summarized below.
•

•

•

•

•

•

Continue the production and updating of all the documents that the
Associate Editor and others have been working on throughout the
semester. Consider changing the “Publishing with the GWRJ” document
that appears in the end of each issue of the journal to become a
combination of what it is now, the Editorial Style Guide, and the
Researching with the GWRJ document.
Continue using Dropbox to store and share files and continue working
towards the most user-friendly and intuitive file naming conventions to
improve organization and standardization.
Consider implementing a meeting with Stipes each semester
approximately one month or so after each issue has been sent from the
Associate Editor to Stipes for the creation of the production draft. This
would allow the editors and the designers to talk through any challenging
articles or necessary revisions in a face-to-face setting rather than
through email.
Kristi should work on documenting all of the steps she follows in
prepping articles to be sent to Stipes, especially including work with
images and the kinds of items she checks for the in articles, both before
and after the production draft is created.
A bit of a problem was created when the authors Susana was working
with over the summer started to work with me at the beginning of the
semester, specifically in terms of the kinds of feedback they received and
the revisions being requested of them. That is, Susana had a different
method for providing feedback to the students and focused on different
issues in the students’ articles than I would have, which meant that they
probably had to do more revision than was needed in order to first meet
her recommendations and then meet mine. In the future, this can be
avoided if the “supporting editors” for the journal are brought into
alignment with the Associate editor’s vision for providing feedback and
making revision recommendations.
In the future, I think reviewing needs to occur over the summer in order
to provide more timely responses to the authors who submit at the end
of Spring/over the summer. Because we waited so long to provide
feedback to these authors, I think we lost a few that otherwise may have
considered continuing to work on the articles.
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In general, the 402 article process seemed to go very well this year. I
recommend continuing with this process in the future. Specifically,
having four 402 editors was great, especially because of the number of
articles/students in 402. And, it was great to have the 402 editors begin
their semester by doing some initial reviewing work on articles that had
already been submitted to the journal. I think this should remain a part of
the 402 editorial process.
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Hours
In total, I worked 195 hours this semester. I worked 32 hours before the
semester began, attending and assisting with Orientation activities and working
on activities for the journal as I was able. Thus, over the course of the
semester, I worked 163 hours, which equals about 9.6 hours per week of the
semester, including Thanksgiving week and finals week. Below are some graphs
and a chart depicting how and when I spent my time.
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Breakdown of Meeting Hours (42 Total)
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Number of Hours Per Week

Trajectory of Hours Spent Per Week
(Total 196)
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Report
Fall 2012
Summer Qabazard
Community Outreach Coordinator

Summary
This semester, I started working on The Grassroots Writing Research Journal special issues
series with Emily Johnston, Community Outreach PA. I also began helping four undergraduate
ISU students with GWRJ articles. These projects are still in process.
Tasks
Orientation (50.5 hours)
I helped facilitate orientation.
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Meetings (44.33 hours)
I attended all biweekly WPLT meetings and weekly individual meetings with Joyce Walker. I also
met with Gloria Clark from the school of theatre to discuss ways in which we might be able to
help each other with documenting research. With Joyce, I also met with Amanda Rinehart,
Jennifer Sharkey and Alexis Wolstein from Milner library to discuss the ways in which they can
help us help our students learn to do deeper, more complex research that is practical within
and without academia. I will be meeting with Kirstin Zona shortly to discuss service learning
and community outreach, and to get more possible contacts for our community outreach
program. I am also working with current and former English undergraduate students on GWRJ
articles.
Emails (32 hours)
I spent approximately two hours a week on emails. I emailed community and university groups
and members to explain our purpose and to ask whether they would like to work with us, and
also to set up meetings.
Planning (23.94 hours)
I created a website for the Mobile Composition Community Action Project
(www.mccaproject.com), and I updated the MCCA Facebook page
(https://www.facebook.com/groups/mccaproject/?fref=ts). I also worked on The GWRJ special
issues series with Emily. We are making the first issue ready for publication. The first issue will
contain k-12 instructor and ISU instructor narratives and assignments that reflect a genre
studies model.
Events (11.5 hours)
I helped other PAs and Joyce with miscellaneous events and tasks. For example, I talked to Jane
Carman’s English 101 class about what is involved with writing for The GWRJ.
Recommendations
For the Spring semester, I would recommend having one Community Outreach PA and one
GWRJ Special Issues, PA. As Community Outreach PA, I had a difficult time arranging workshops
and connecting people with others who could help them because of a lack of resources. For
example, Gloria Clark, from the school of theatre wanted us to help her find someone to serve
as camera operator or video editor for a project the school of theatre is working on wherein
they document student research and composition processes as they create costumes, sets, etc.
However, after extensive searching, I have been unable to find anyone willing to volunteer to
fulfill the role of camera operator or video editor. As such, I would suggest that I continue to
spend part of my time assisting Emily with the GWRJ special issues series.
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Timeline
Orientation was my busiest week this semester. Other than that, my hours were quite even
throughout the semester, although the second half of the semester was slightly busier than the
first. I had more meetings during the second half of the semester. That was also when I started
working on The Grassroots Writing Research Journal Special Issues series with Emily.

Week
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