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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: CREATING A CULTURE OF WRITING
The University of Virginia’s Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) is designed to advance writing across the
The University of Virginia’s Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) is designed to advance writing across the
undergraduate curriculum. Consistent with the University’s strategic vision for promoting educational
undergraduate
Consistent
withengagement
the University’s
strategic visionwork,
for the
promoting
experiences thatcurriculum.
deliver new levels
of student
and cross-disciplinary
QEP willeducational
extend the
experiences that deliver new levels of student engagement and cross-disciplinary work, the QEP will extend the
range of writing opportunities for students and enhance pedagogical support for faculty so that students will
range of writing opportunities for students and enhance pedagogical support for faculty so that students will
develop more significantly as writers, and faculty will be better positioned to promote an academic culture that
develop
more significantly
as writers,
faculty
will be
better positioned
to promote
an academic
cultureteach
that
values writing
across disciplines.
Theand
QEP
has been
structured
so that faculty
from diverse
disciplines
values writing across disciplines. The QEP has been structured so that faculty from diverse disciplines teach
writing regularly, hold high standards for written work, and engage in well-informed practices to help students
writing
regularly,
hold Ultimately,
high standards
written
work,culminate
and engage
in well-informed
to help
students
meet those
standards.
theseforefforts
should
in an
institution thatpractices
demonstrably
values
and
meet those standards. Ultimately, these efforts should culminate in an institution that demonstrably values and
celebrates writing as being fundamental to its mission.
celebrates writing as being fundamental to its mission.
Selected in consultation with faculty and administrators from the eight schools serving undergraduates,
Selected
consultation
with faculty
and toadministrators
the eight
schools inserving
undergraduates,
Creatingina Culture
of Writing
responds
campus-wide from
assessments
of writing
2009 and
2015, which
Creating a Culture of Writing responds to campus-wide assessments of writing in 2009 and 2015, which
revealed that students were largely competent but that only a small percentage displayed the advanced aptitude
revealed that students were largely competent but that only a small percentage displayed the advanced aptitude
desired from graduating students. For example, the 2015 assessment found that 99 percent of fourth-year
desired
2015were
assessment
found thatThe
99 percent
of responds
fourth-year
studentsfrom
were graduating
competent students.
writers butFor
thatexample,
only 27 the
percent
highly proficient.
QEP also
to
students were competent writers but that only 27 percent were highly proficient. The QEP also responds to
widespread recognition that students have not been required to write enough in the current curriculum: onewidespread
recognition
that in
students
have not
been and
required
to write
the out
current
curriculum:
onethird of first-year
students
the College
of Arts
Sciences
(the enough
College)intest
of the
First Writing
third of first-year students in the College of Arts and Sciences (the College) test out of the First Writing
Requirement and many of the Second Writing Requirement courses in the College do not provide sufficient
Requirement
and many
of the Second
Writing
Requirement
coursestoinenhance
the College
dodevelopment
not provide in
sufficient
writing instruction.
Furthermore,
the QEP
leverages
recent efforts
faculty
writing
writing instruction. Furthermore, the QEP leverages recent efforts to enhance faculty development in writing
instruction and the benefits of engaging faculty from different disciplines in this objective.
instruction and the benefits of engaging faculty from different disciplines in this objective.
Building on a new universal first-year writing requirement that will begin in the College in fall 2017, the QEP
Building on a new universal first-year writing requirement that will begin in the College in fall 2017, the QEP
consists of three major interrelated endeavors:
consists of three major interrelated endeavors:
•
•

•
•

•
•

Faculty preparation – A pilot, week-long faculty seminar in writing instruction will be expanded; while these
Faculty
preparation
– across
A pilot,
seminar
writing
be resources
expanded;will
while
these
seminars already
serve faculty
the week-long
University,faculty
outreach
to all inschools
andinstruction
creation ofwill
Web
multiply
seminars
already
serve
faculty
across
the
University,
outreach
to
all
schools
and
creation
of
Web
resources
will
multiply
the number and range of faculty who have access to support for writing pedagogy. In addition, newly-arrived faculty
the number and range of faculty who have access to support for writing pedagogy. In addition, newly-arrived faculty
members will participate in a workshop on writing pedagogy as part of their introduction to the University.
members will participate in a workshop on writing pedagogy as part of their introduction to the University.
Curriculum – A new approval process will assure that Second Writing Requirement courses actively foster excellence
Curriculum
–A
new approval
process
assure
Secondopportunities
Writing Requirement
foster
in student writing
through
instruction,
peerwill
review,
andthat
multiple
to write andcourses
revise.actively
Through
theexcellence
Writing
in
student
writing
through
instruction,
peer
review,
and
multiple
opportunities
to
write
and
revise.
Through
the Writing
Fellows program, highly proficient undergraduate and graduate student writers will offer tutoring in disciplinary
writing.
Fellows program, highly proficient undergraduate and graduate student writers will offer tutoring in disciplinary writing.
Early in the planning stages, students may have the opportunity to create digital portfolios of their writing.
Early in the planning stages, students may have the opportunity to create digital portfolios of their writing.
Infrastructure Support – Resources will go toward creating, adopting, or enhancing digital portfolios, online learning
Infrastructure
Support – Resources will go toward creating, adopting, or enhancing digital portfolios, online learning
platforms, and classroom design to support student writing.
platforms, and classroom design to support student writing.

The QEP assessment plan, which focuses on faculty and student learning outcomes and on program
The
QEP assessment
plan,
which direction
focuses on
faculty
student
learning outcomes
and on initiatives
program
implementation
outcomes,
provides
to guide
theand
ongoing
implementation
of the multiple
implementation outcomes, provides direction to guide the ongoing implementation of the multiple initiatives
and to document progress and achievements throughout the five years. Descriptive, indirect, direct, and
and to document
progress
andcompleted
achievements
throughout
indirect,
and
qualitative
assessments
will be
during
the coursetheoffive
the years.
QEP. Descriptive,
The Vice Provost
fordirect,
Academic
qualitative assessments will be completed during the course of the QEP. The Vice Provost for Academic
Affairs will manage implementation, supported by the QEP Oversight Committee, and in partnership with the
Affairs will manage implementation, supported by the QEP Oversight Committee, and in partnership with the
Office of Institutional Assessment and Studies (IAS), the Center for Teaching Excellence (CTE), and the deans’
Office of
Assessment
and Studies (IAS), the Center for Teaching Excellence (CTE), and the deans’
offices
of Institutional
the undergraduate
schools.
offices of the undergraduate schools.
Contact: Archie Holmes, Vice Provost for Academic Affairs, ah7sj@virginia.edu
Contact: Archie Holmes, Vice Provost for Academic Affairs, ah7sj@virginia.edu
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II. PROCESS: TOPIC IDENTIFICATION AND SELECTION
The Office of the Executive Vice President and Provost began laying the groundwork for the Quality
Enhancement Plan (QEP) during summer 2014. Two principles guided the topic identification and selection
The
Office
of took
the Executive
Vicesummer
President
process,
which
place between
2014and
andProvost
summerbegan
2015. laying the groundwork for the Quality
Enhancement Plan (QEP) during summer 2014. Two principles guided the topic identification and selection
process,
which
tooktopic
placewill
between
2014 and
summer 2015.
1. The
QEP
emergesummer
from a review
of institutional
data, analysis, and assessment.
2. The selection process will solicit input from appropriate academic constituencies.
1. The QEP topic will emerge from a review of institutional data, analysis, and assessment.
2. Competency
The selection Assessments
process will solicit input from appropriate academic constituencies.
Core

Core
Competency
Assessments
The University’s
primary
method of assessing student learning at the institutional level is the core competency

assessment regime. The six undergraduate core competencies1 are defined by the State Council of Higher
The
University’s
primary
method of
assessing
student
learning
at the institutional
level is the core
competency
Education
for Virginia
(SCHEV).
The
University
assesses,
on average,
one core competency
per year.
Results
1
arethe
defined
byconsideration
the State Council
of Higher
assessment
regime.
six undergraduate
competencies
from the most
recent The
assessment
of each corecore
competency
served as
basis for
of a QEP
topic.
Education
for
Virginia
(SCHEV).
The
University
assesses,
on
average,
one
core
competency
per
year.
Results
Assessment summaries (see Appendix A) were organized by those on which students did not meet overall
from
the mostand
recent
assessment
each core
as the basis for consideration of a QEP topic.
expectations
those
on which of
students
did competency
meet overallserved
expectations.
Assessment summaries (see Appendix A) were organized by those on which students did not meet overall
expectations and those on which students did meet overall expectations.
Figure 2.1
Figure 2.1

Summary of Results of Core Competency Assessments
Summary of Results of Core Competency Assessments
Did Not Meet Expectations (Overall)
Met Expectations (Overall)
Oral Communication
Critical Thinking
Did Not Meet Expectations (Overall)
Met Expectations (Overall)
Written Communication
Quantitative Reasoning
Oral Communication
Critical Thinking
Scientific Reasoning
Written Communication
Quantitative Reasoning
Scientific Reasoning

During summer 2014, the Provost’s Office engaged the deans of the University’s undergraduate schools on
both the QEP (July 23, 2014) and the core competency assessments (August 27, 2014). After these discussions,
During
summer
2014,ofthetheProvost’s
Office engaged
the deans
the University’s
schools
on
executive
summaries
core competency
assessments
– asof well
as the QEPundergraduate
topics of other
research
both
the
QEP
(July
23,
2014)
and
the
core
competency
assessments
(August
27,
2014).
After
these
discussions,
universities – were provided to the deans. The deans were asked to solicit constituent feedback, within their
executive
of an
theappropriate
core competency
assessments
well
as the QEP
topics
of the
other
research
respective summaries
schools, as to
broad topic
of inquiry–forasthe
University’s
QEP.
Given
importance
universities
–
were
provided
to
the
deans.
The
deans
were
asked
to
solicit
constituent
feedback,
within
their
of student learning to the QEP, the feedback of curriculum committees and other representative faculty bodies
respective
schools,import.
as to anAappropriate
broad
topic of inquiry
for theof
University’s
QEP.
the –importance
was
of particular
QEP Design
Committee
– comprised
faculty, staff,
andGiven
students
would be
of
student
learning
to
the
QEP,
the
feedback
of
curriculum
committees
and
other
representative
faculty
bodies
charged with developing a detailed plan for submission to SACSCOC (see “III. Process: Topic Development”).
was of particular import. A QEP Design Committee – comprised of faculty, staff, and students – would be
charged
with developing
detailed
plan for
submission
to with
SACSCOC
(see “III.Affairs
Process:
Topic Development”).
At the institutional
level,athe
Provost’s
Office
consulted
the Academic
Committee
(AAC) of the
Faculty Senate (October 27, 2014). AAC was consulted again to review and discuss the feedback received from
At the
institutional schools
level, the(March
Provost’s
Office Additional
consulted with
the Academic
Affairs Committee
of the
the
undergraduate
6, 2015).
QEP-related
presentations
were given(AAC)
to Board
of
Faculty
Senate
(October
27,
2014).
AAC
was
consulted
again
to
review
and
discuss
the
feedback
received
from
Visitors (November 13, 2014), the vice provosts, and the University Assessment Advisory Committee (January
the 2015).
undergraduate schools (March 6, 2015). Additional QEP-related presentations were given to Board of
26,
Visitors (November 13, 2014), the vice provosts, and the University Assessment Advisory Committee (January
26, 2015).

1

Critical thinking, information literacy, oral communication, quantitative reasoning, scientific reasoning, and written
communication. In place of the information literacy core competency, SCHEV permits institutions to select an alternative core
1
Critical thinking,
literacy,undergraduate
oral communication,
quantitative
reasoning,
scientific
and written Studentcompetency.
The information
University selected
research
as part of the
assessment
of itsreasoning,
2007 QEP (“Enhancing
communication.
In placeBecause
of the information
literacy
core competency,
SCHEV permitsresearch
institutions
select an alternative
core
Faculty Engagement”).
it was part of
the previous
QEP, the undergraduate
coreto
competency
assessment
was
competency.
University
undergraduate
not consideredThe
as part
of theselected
current topic
selection. research as part of the assessment of its 2007 QEP (“Enhancing StudentFaculty Engagement”). Because it was part of the previous QEP, the undergraduate research core competency assessment was
not considered as part of the current topic selection.
7
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Recommendations
Recommendations
The
topics suggested
suggested
The following
following represent
represent discrete
discrete QEP
QEP topics
topics
go
beyond
the
core
competency
assessments
topics go beyond the core competency assessments
consideration,
consideration, such
such recommendations
recommendations were
were not
not based
based
assessment.
assessment.
Figure
Figure 2.2
2.2

by the
the undergraduate
undergraduate schools.
schools. A
A number
number of
of these
these
by
(denoted
with
an
asterisk).
Though
worthy
(denoted with an asterisk). Though worthy of
of
on
on the
the results
results of
of institutional
institutional data,
data, analysis,
analysis, and
and

QEP
Topic Recommendations
Recommendations from
from the
the Undergraduate
Undergraduate Schools
Schools
QEP Topic

College
College of
of Arts
Arts and
and Sciences
Sciences
Digital
literacy*
Digital literacy*
Written
Written communication
communication
Frank
Batten School
School of
of Leadership
Leadership and
and Public
Public
Frank Batten
Policy
Policy
Written
Written communication
communication
School
School of
of Architecture
Architecture
Critical
Critical thinking
thinking and
and visual
visual literacy
literacy
Written
communication
Written communication
McIntire
McIntire School
School of
of Commerce
Commerce
Ethics
education*
Ethics education*
Global
Global education*
education*
Practicum-based
learning*
Practicum-based learning*
Student-faculty
Student-faculty communication*
communication*
Quality
of online
Quality of
online content*
content*

Curry
School of
Education
Curry School
of Education
Critical
and
creative
thinking
Critical and creative thinking
Quality
of undergraduate
Quality of
undergraduate teaching*
teaching*
School
of
Nursing
School of Nursing
Written
Written communication
communication
School
Studies
School of
of Continuing
Continuing and
and Professional
Professional Studies
Oral
Oral communication
communication
Written
Written communication
communication
School
of
Engineering
Science
School of Engineering and
and Applied
Applied Science
Oral
communication
Oral communication
Written
Written communication
communication

After
After the
the second
second consultation
consultation with
with the
the Academic
Academic Affairs
Affairs Committee
Committee of
of the
the Faculty
Faculty Senate,
Senate, which
which reviewed
reviewed the
the
recommendations
of
the
eight
undergraduate
schools,
committee
members
were
asked
recommendations of the eight undergraduate schools, committee members were asked to
to provide
provide
recommendations
recommendations on
on aa broad
broad topic
topic of
of inquiry
inquiry for
for the
the QEP.
QEP. Committee
Committee members
members recommended
recommended oral
oral
communication
and/or
written
communication.
During
summer
2015,
after
reviewing
the
communication and/or written communication. During summer 2015, after reviewing the recommendations
recommendations
and
written communication
communication as
as the
the
and meeting
meeting with
with representatives
representatives of
of the
the Provost’s
Provost’s Office,
Office, the
the President
President affirmed
affirmed written
University’s
QEP
topic.
University’s QEP topic.

Context
Context and
and Institutional
Institutional Need
Need
The
The strong
strong school-based
school-based support
support for
for written
written communication
communication –– six
six of
of the
the eight
eight undergraduate
undergraduate schools
schools –– was
was
bolstered
by
a
number
of
additional
events
since
the
University’s
last
reaffirmation
of
accreditation.
bolstered by a number of additional events since the University’s last reaffirmation of accreditation. Examples
Examples
include
include the
the following:
following:
2006
2006 –
– Faculty
Faculty Senate
Senate Vision
Vision
On
September
21,
2006, the
the Faculty
Faculty Senate
Senate adopted
On September 21, 2006,
adopted “A
“A Faculty
Faculty Senate
Senate Vision
Vision for
for U.Va.”
U.Va.” Included
Included among
among the
the
nine
recommendations
was
an
aspirational
goal
with
respect
to
written
communication.
nine recommendations was an aspirational goal with respect to written communication.
Have
Have every
every undergraduate
undergraduate receive
receive aa course
course in
in writing
writing instruction
instruction and
and train
train all
all students
students in
in graduate
graduate and
and professional
professional schools
schools
in
relevant
communication
skills
(writing,
speaking,
presentation
technologies,
etc.),
as
part
of
a
resolve
to
make
in relevant communication skills (writing, speaking, presentation technologies, etc.), as part of a resolve to make [the
[the
University]
of writing
writing in
in every
every school
school and
and in
in engagement
engagement with
with K-12
K-12 writing
writing
University] the
the national
national leader
leader both
both in
in the
the teaching
teaching of
instruction.
instruction.

8
8

2012
2012 –
– Written
Written Competency
Competency Assessment
Assessment Results
Results
On
February
23,
2012,
the
Vice
Provost
for
Academic
Programs presented
presented the
the results
results of
of the
the 2008-2009
2008-2009 written
On February 23, 2012, the Vice Provost for Academic Programs
written
communication
core
competency
assessment
to
the
Educational
Policy
Committee
of
the
communication core competency assessment to the Educational Policy Committee of the Board
Board of
of Visitors
Visitors
(BOV).
(BOV). The
The results,
results, noted
noted below,
below, indicated
indicated that
that fourth-year
fourth-year students
students in
in the
the College
College of
of Arts
Arts and
and Sciences,
Sciences, the
the
School
of
Architecture,
and
the
School
of
Nursing
fell
significantly
short
of
the
targets
established
School of Architecture, and the School of Nursing fell significantly short of the targets established by
by the
the
Writing
Writing Assessment
Assessment Committee.
Committee. Board
Board members
members were
were concerned
concerned with
with the
the results
results while
while expressing
expressing
appreciation
appreciation that
that the
the information
information was
was shared
shared with
with the
the BOV.
BOV.
Figure
Figure 2.3
2.3

Results
Results from
from the
the Written
Written Communication
Communication Core
Core Competency
Competency Assessment
Assessment (2008-09)
(2008-09)
Competence
Competence

Targets
Targets

Highly
Highly competent
competent
Competent
Competent or
or above
above
Minimally
competent
or above
above
Minimally competent or

40%
40%
85%
85%
100%
100%

Performance:
Performance:
Fourth-Years
Fourth-Years
8%
8%
61%
61%
99%
99%

2013
2013 –The
–The Academic
Academic and
and Professional
Professional Writing
Writing Program
Program
In
August
2013,
James
(Jim)
E.
Seitz
joined
In August 2013, James (Jim) E. Seitz joined the
the University
University as
as associate
associate professor
professor and
and director
director of
of the
the Academic
Academic
and
Professional
Writing
Program
(the
Writing
Program).
Prof.
Seitz
views
writing
as
an
important
and Professional Writing Program (the Writing Program). Prof. Seitz views writing as an important contributor
contributor
to
to The
The Cornerstone
Cornerstone Plan,
Plan, the
the University’s
University’s strategic
strategic plan.
plan. As
As reported
reported in
in U.Va.
U.Va. Today:
Today:
Seitz
Seitz recently
recently pondered
pondered the
the opportunities
opportunities to
to make
make the
the academic
academic writing
writing program
program align
align with
with one
one of
of the
the freshly
freshly approved
approved
U.Va.
strategic
plan’s
five
pillars:
“Provide
educational
experiences
that
deliver
new
levels
of
student
engagement.”
U.Va. strategic plan’s five pillars: “Provide educational experiences that deliver new levels of student engagement.”
He
He said
said writing
writing courses
courses contain
contain the
the necessary
necessary –– and
and innovative
innovative –– features:
features: aa seminar
seminar atmosphere
atmosphere with
with fewer
fewer than
than 20
20
students
allows
teachers
to
get
to
know
students
well,
and
they
are
required
to
write
and
review
each
other’s
work
students allows teachers to get to know students well, and they are required to write and review each other’s work on
on aa
regular
regular basis.
basis. The
The teacher
teacher can
can tailor
tailor the
the class
class according
according to
to the
the students’
students’ questions
questions and
and concerns
concerns to
to create
create that
that “new
“new level
level
of
engagement.”
of engagement.”
2014
2014 –
– Collaborative
Collaborative Summit
Summit for
for Student
Student Writing
Writing
On
February
27,
2014,
the
Writing
Program (Jim
(Jim Seitz),
Seitz), the
the Teaching
Teaching Resource
Resource Center
Center (Judith
(Judith Reagan),
Reagan), and
and
On February 27, 2014, the Writing Program
Institutional
Assessment
and
Studies
(Lois
Myers)
co-sponsored
a
“Collaborative
Summit
for
Student
Writing.”
Institutional Assessment and Studies (Lois Myers) co-sponsored a “Collaborative Summit for Student Writing.”
Financial
Office of
of the
the
Financial support
support was
was provided
provided through
through aa grant
grant from
from SCHEV
SCHEV and
and dedicated
dedicated funding
funding from
from the
the Office
Executive
Vice
President
and
Provost.
The
goals
of
the
summit
were
to
(1)
define
faculty
expectations
Executive Vice President and Provost. The goals of the summit were to (1) define faculty expectations for
for
student
establishing the
the foundation
foundation for
for aa useful
core competency
competency assessment,
assessment, and
and (2)
guide
student writing,
writing, thereby
thereby establishing
useful core
(2) guide
decisions
decisions about
about how
how the
the University
University supports
supports writing
writing instruction.
instruction. Among
Among the
the outcomes
outcomes were:
were:
§§
§§
§§
§§
§§

Identification
of aa core
core group
group of
of 30
30 faculty
faculty from
from diverse
diverse disciplines
disciplines across
across the
the eight
eight
Identification of
undergraduate
schools
who
cared
deeply
about
teaching
students
to
write
well.
undergraduate schools who cared deeply about teaching students to write well.
Awareness
the 2014-15
2014-15 written
written communication
communication core
core competency
competency assessment
assessment and
and of
of the
the
Awareness of
of the
methods
and
value
of
assessment
for
improving
teaching
and
learning.
methods and value of assessment for improving teaching and learning.
Networking
and
Networking among
among faculty
faculty from
from diverse
diverse disciplines,
disciplines, including
including identification
identification of
of shared
shared and
different
goals
for
student
writing,
as
well
as
various
techniques
for
teaching
writing
in
different goals for student writing, as well as various techniques for teaching writing in the
the
disciplines.
disciplines.
Consideration
options to
to support
Consideration of
of future
future options
support student
student writing,
writing, such
such as
as the
the writing
writing across
across the
the
curriculum
model
and
of
opportunities
to
expand
the
work
of
the
University’s
writing
curriculum model and of opportunities to expand the work of the University’s writing program.
program.
Identification
Identification of
of professional
professional development
development as
as aa core
core concern
concern among
among faculty.
faculty. Three-quarters
Three-quarters of
of
participants requested
requested additional
participants
additional assistance
assistance for
for their
their own
own teaching
teaching of
of writing
writing (e.g.,
(e.g., workshops,
workshops,
rubrics,
rubrics, consultations,
consultations, etc.).
etc.).
9
9

Development of an initial list of goals for student writing, which helped guide the development
of definitions for the 2014-15 written communication core competency assessment.
§ Development of an initial list of goals for student writing, which helped guide the development
of –definitions
forSurvey
the 2014-15 written communication core competency assessment.
2012-2015
The SERU
In 2012, the University began administering the Student Experience in the Research University (SERU) survey.
2012-2015
– The
SERU
Surveyon various aspects of the student experience, including academic skills, global
SERU solicits
student
feedback
In
2012,
the
University
began
administering
theofStudent
Experience population
in the Research
University
(SERU)a survey.
engagement, and civic engagement.
A subset
the undergraduate
is invited
to complete
UVA.SERU
solicits
student
feedback
on
various
aspects
of
the
student
experience,
including
academic
skills,Results
global
specific SERU module. Included in this module are two questions concerning writing instruction.
engagement,
and2013,
civic 2014,
engagement.
A subset
the undergraduate
population
is invited totheir
complete
a UVA.from the 2012,
and 2015
SERU of
administrations
indicated
that, throughout
undergraduate
specific
SERU
module.
Included
in they
this module
are twouseful
questions
concerning
writing
experience,
students
perceived
that
were offered
writing
instruction
only instruction.
“somewhat Results
often.”
from
the 2012,
2013,
2014, and
SERU
administrations
that,critically
throughout
undergraduate
Likewise,
students
perceived
that2015
writing
assignments
helpedindicated
them think
only their
“somewhat
often.”
experience,
studentsresponses
perceived on
thateach
theyofwere
useful
writingover
instruction
only of
“somewhat
Moreover, student
theseoffered
measures
declined
the course
the four often.”
survey
Likewise,
students
perceived
that
writing
assignments
helped
them
think
critically
only
“somewhat
often.”
administrations.
Moreover, student responses on each of these measures declined over the course of the four survey
administrations.
Figure 2.4
Student Responses to Writing-Related SERU Questions
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III. PROCESS: TOPIC DEVELOPMENT
In the summer of 2015, the President affirmed written communication as the University’s QEP topic.

QEP Design Committee
In fall 2015, the President appointed the co-chairs of the QEP Design Committee:
•

•

James E. Seitz, Ph.D.2
o Richard A. and Sara Page Mayo Distinguished Teaching Professor
o Director, Academic and Professional Writing Program
o Chair, Undergraduate Writing Competency Assessment Committee (2014-15)
Siva Vaidhyanathan, Ph.D.3
o Robertson Professor of Modern Media Studies

The President subsequently met with the co-chairs and representatives of the Provost’s Office to discuss
preliminary thoughts on the topic and the QEP work plan. The co-chairs were asked to propose committee
members with a demonstrated commitment to student writing.
During fall 2015, preliminary results were available from the 2014-15 written communication core competency
assessment (for which Prof. Seitz served as committee co-chair). The eight undergraduate schools of the
University participated in the assessment, including distinct assessments of ENWR 1510 (Accelerated Academic
Writing) and the three divisions in the College of Arts and Sciences (humanities and fine arts, sciences, and
social sciences). While summary results for third- and fourth-year students revealed improvement over the
2008-09 assessment, significant need for improvement remained across the five student learning outcomes
relating to context, content, genre, sources, and control/syntax.
Figure 3.1

Results from the Written Communication Core Competency Assessment (2014-15)
Proficiency/Competence
Highly proficient
Proficient or better
Competent or better
Not competent

Targets
40%
85%
100%
0%

Performance: Third and
Fourth-Years
27%
72%
99%
1%

The results also revealed significant variation in writing ability across the disciplines (see Figure 3.2).
Also, during fall 2015, in preparation for the work of the QEP Design Committee, the Office of the Executive
Vice President and Provost conducted a preliminary literature review and researched best practices to enhance
student writing. Such research included a content analysis of select QEPs – focused on written

2
3

See www.engl.virginia.edu/people/jes4bd.
See https://mediastudies.virginia.edu/people/sv2r.
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Results from the Written Communication Core Competency Assessment (2014-15): Expectations vs. Performance, by School
or Arts & Sciences Division
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communication – to determine commonly used interventions with both students and faculty, as well as to gauge
common approaches to assessment.
In forming the QEP Design Committee, faculty representation from each of the eight undergraduate schools
was paramount to ensure adequate consideration of the perspectives of faculty, academic departments, and
curriculum committees, among others. Additional members, primarily from academic support units, were
invited as the QEP evolved.
Figure 3.3

QEP Design Committee Membership

Name
Prof. James E. Seitz
Prof. Siva Vaidhyanathan
Prof. Matthew S. Hedstrom
Prof. Cassandra L. Fraser
Prof. Sarah M. Corse
Prof. Amanda K. Kibler
Prof. Andrew S. Pennock
Prof. Robert E. Patterson
Prof. Sheila R. Crane
Prof. Stephen L. Levine
Prof. Toluwalogo B. Odumosu
Prof. Pamela B. DeGuzman
Ms. Sydney K. Bradley
Mr. Liam J. Wolf
Mr. Andrus Ashoo
Ms. Lois Myers
Ms. Allison E. Wright
Prof. Archie L. Holmes
Ms. Corinne E. Hester

Affiliation
Director, Academic and Professional Writing Program (co-chair)
Robertson Professor of Modern Media Studies (co-chair)
College of Arts and Sciences (Arts and Humanities)
College of Arts and Sciences (Sciences)
College of Arts and Sciences (Social Sciences)
Curry School of Education
Frank Batten School of Leadership and Public Policy
McIntire School of Commerce
School of Architecture
School of Continuing and Professional Studies
School of Engineering and Applied Science
School of Nursing
Academic Affairs Committee (Student Council)
College of Arts and Sciences
Academic Affairs Committee (Student Council)
School of Engineering and Applied Science
Center for Undergraduate Excellence (Associate Director)
Office of Institutional Assessment and Studies (Associate Director)
Virginia Quarterly Review (Managing Editor)
Office of the Executive Vice President & Provost
(Vice Provost for Academic Affairs)
Office of the Executive Vice President and Provost (Graduate Intern)

In January 2016, the President charged the QEP Design Committee to develop the selected topic – written
communication – into an actionable plan that met institutional needs and SACSCOC expectations.

Student Learning Outcomes
In commencing its work, the QEP Design Committee was cognizant of the learning outcomes established by
the Undergraduate Writing Competency Assessment Committee. These learning outcomes were reflected in
the AAC&U VALUE Rubric for Written Communication,4 which had been used by participating educational
programs with adjustments, as needed, to reflect disciplinary definitions.

4

See www.aacu.org/value/rubrics/written-communication.
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The five learning outcomes recommend that students will:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

clearly state the context and purpose for writing appropriate to the audience
develop their ideas/argument by analyzing content, leading the reader to logical conclusions
use credible, relevant sources to support their ideas and argument
organize their paper according to genre and disciplinary conventions for academic writing
use language and grammar that clearly communicate meaning to readers

The customization of these five learning outcomes to match the University’s culture and QEP objectives is
described in Section VII of this report.

Activities of the QEP Design Committee
The QEP Design Committee began its work shortly after the Undergraduate Writing Competency Assessment
Committee released its report.5 In its report, the committee made the following recommendations with respect
to written communication – as a core competency – at the University of Virginia.
§
§

§
§
§

The University should emphasize the importance of student proficiency in writing—both for
instructors to teach writing well and for students to learn to write well.
The University should invest in support for faculty and graduate student instructors to teach writing
in their disciplines. Support should consist of:
o Instruction in best practices in writing pedagogy.
o A commitment to limit class size in writing-enriched courses.
All students should be strongly encouraged to take a writing-enriched course within their major.
Likewise, all academic programs must provide writing-enriched course(s) for their majors.
The University should provide greater support for international/ESL students to learn to write well
in English.
The University should support development of a certificate program in professional writing.

These recommendations served as a baseline for discussion among members of the QEP Design Committee,
as well as other stakeholders. The committee largely divided its work into distinct phases over the course of
2016.
Spring 2016
Committee activities over the spring term focused in two areas – (1) discussion of student writing at the
University, and (2) soliciting stakeholder input.
Committee Discussion of Student Writing. The Committee engaged in a wide-ranging discussion about the history
of writing instruction at the University, recent investments in student writing, best practices both within and
outside the University, and institutional aspirations with respect to creating a culture of writing. These
discussions were informed and reinforced by the faculty and student input received over the course of the
spring term (as described below).
Prior to the conclusion of the spring term, Committee members with faculty appointments received two books
recommended by the committee co-chairs. The first was Specifications Grading: Restoring Rigor, Motivating Students,
and Saving Faculty Time by Linda B. Nilson. The second was Engaging Ideas: The Professor's Guide to Integrating
Writing, Critical Thinking, and Active Learning in the Classroom by John C. Bean. Committee members were asked
to review these texts over the summer to inform upcoming QEP discussions.

5

See http://avillage.web.virginia.edu/iaas/assess/data/competency/writing/writing14-15.shtm.
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Soliciting Stakeholder Input
While members of the QEP Design Committee served as representatives from their respective academic
schools and departments, they also served as conduits back to their schools and departments. Rather than host
large town halls, or the like, the committee opted to meet faculty and students through existing channels – at
department meetings, curriculum committee meetings, and student committee meetings. Representatives from
the Office of the Executive Vice President and Provost supplemented faculty and student outreach efforts by
meeting with the Academic Affairs Committee of the Student Council, as well as other University-wide bodies,
and by presenting on the QEP to the Board of Visitors.
Committee members attended faculty and student meetings throughout the spring term with initial feedback
requested by the March 30, 2016 meeting of the QEP Design Committee. Supplemental feedback was due by
the May 11, 2016 meeting of the committee. Over the course of the spring term, the Provost’s Office developed
a matrix of emerging themes. This was an iterative document that evolved as committee members engaged in
their work. By the end of the spring term, the following seven themes emerged from faculty and students in
the undergraduate schools to inform QEP planning:
§

§

§
§
§
§
§

“A Culture of Writing”: The committee hopes to instill a cultural norm into the University
community so that students expect to be challenged and guided in their writing endeavors, faculty
members recognize that writing is a core process toward mastering a subject, and administrators
expect students and faculty to put writing at the center of the institution’s collective search for
knowledge. The effort to instill this culture of writing would involve a campaign to introduce the
concept to the entire University community.
Training for Graduate Teaching Assistants: The committee would like U.Va. graduate students in all
fields to be proficient in the teaching of writing to improve the contributions they make to their
teaching while at the university, and to enable them to be more attractive job candidates once they
finish graduate school.
Training for Faculty: The committee would like there to be both incentives and strong expectations
for faculty to engage with training to improve their teaching skills as they pertain to writing and
revision.
Writing Center: The committee thought it proper that the Writing Center develop subject-specific
expertise and advice for students who seek help.
Departmental/Disciplinary Writing Courses: The committee urges departments to develop strong
writing components in their curricula through the completion of the major.
Departmental/Disciplinary Writing Resources: The committee urges departments and units to
generate and maintain resources and services to help students, graduate students, and faculty to
improve writing within the disciplines.
First and/or Second Writing Requirement: The committee urges all academic units at the University
to raise the standards for both the first and second writing requirement courses.
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Summer 2016
Over the course of the summer, the co-chairs of the QEP Design Committee reviewed meeting notes,
stakeholder feedback, and the recommendations of the Undergraduate Writing Competency Assessment
Committee. The co-chairs prepared the following seven draft activities that operationalized one or more of the
themes that emerged during the spring term.
§
§
§
§
§
§
§

New Faculty Preparation
Faculty Seminar in the Teaching of Writing
Spring Workshop for College Fellows
Revised Second Writing Requirement
Writing Center Resources
Infrastructure Support
Digital Portfolios

Fall 2016
Upon reconvening during the fall term, the QEP Design Committee used the seven draft activities to develop
specific – and achievable – initiatives and strategies. Committee discussions focused on how to reach the
broadest population of faculty and students while realizing that certain proposals may require the approval of
curriculum committees and/or departmental faculty during the spring 2017 term. Committee members
continued to validate these discussions with their respective constituencies as they did during the spring 2016
term. In addition, the President updated the Board of Visitors on the work of the QEP Design Committee at
its September 2016 meeting; the co-chairs of the QEP Design Committee met with members of the Board of
Visitors at its December 2016 meeting.
Emerging from the semester of discussion was a defined goal of the QEP – to enhance the culture of writing
at the University. The goal would be demonstrably evidenced by: 1) institution-wide valuing of, support for,
and celebration of writing as critical to its educational mission; and 2) increased student proficiency in writing.
The overall goal will be accomplished through (a) increased pedagogical support for faculty and students with
respect to writing instruction, (b) a wider range of inquiry-based writing opportunities for students, and (c)
adequate infrastructure to support writing instruction. Specific information on the initiatives and strategies
related to each of these major endeavors is provided in Section V of this report.
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IV. LITERATURE REVIEW AND BEST PRACTICES
Literature Review
The most widely practiced method for “creating a culture of writing” on a university campus is to develop a
Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) program that supports faculty and students. While such support comes
in a variety of forms that are tied to institutional constraints, many WAC programs begin by offering faculty
well-organized workshops in writing pedagogy and expanding opportunities for students to engage more
significantly in dialogue about their writing. The value of these two core elements of WAC programs has been
verified by decades of research and programmatic practice.
The WAC movement began in the 1970s when cross-disciplinary initiatives at Carleton College, Beaver College,
and Michigan Technological University led to a series of faculty workshops on teaching Writing Across the
Curriculum at these institutions. WAC spread quickly to other colleges and universities in the 1980s and 1990s,
with the latest large survey by Chris Thaiss and Tara Porter finding that 568 institutions of higher learning in
the United States have WAC programs and 152 are planning to start such a program (2010: 540). As Terry
Zawacki and Paul Rogers indicate in their recent introduction to a collection of essays on WAC, faculty
workshops on writing instruction that provoke cross-disciplinary conversation “remain a hallmark of WAC
practice” (2012: 4). Since most faculty beyond the English department have never received any preparation to
teach writing, creating opportunities for faculty to learn about best practices in writing instruction is crucial to
their success as teachers.
In what is widely recognized by writing specialists as one of the best early studies of WAC, Susan McLeod and
Margot Soven claim that “faculty development is an essential part of writing across the curriculum—almost all
programs at one time or another hold workshops for faculty to discuss WAC concepts and to demonstrate
techniques of assigning and evaluating student writing” (1992: 7). More recently, in its latest “Statement of
WAC Principles and Practices,” the International Network of WAC Programs and the Executive Committee
of the Conference of College Composition and Communication note that “WAC seeks to break down the silos
that can divide disciplines by creating common ground through its focus on teaching and learning, often
accomplished through cross-disciplinary faculty development programming” (2014: 2). For more than 40 years,
faculty development through workshops and seminars that support writing pedagogy has been a centerpiece of
WAC programs seeking to provide high-quality instruction—not just in first-year writing courses but across
the University curriculum.
There is also considerable scholarship on how to design WAC workshops, which can be more or less effective
depending not only on their content but also on the perspective taken by workshop facilitators. Barbara
Walvoord, a WAC pioneer who organized the Baltimore Area Consortium for WAC in 1980, warned long ago
against what she calls the “training model,” the “conversion model,” and the “problem-solution model” in
WAC-sponsored faculty workshops (1992: 15-16). In these models, workshop facilitators imagine faculty need
only be trained in writing pedagogy, or converted to teaching writing correctly, for WAC to readily solve various
institutional problems, such as student struggles with writing or faculty struggles with teaching it. What is
needed instead is what Walvoord calls a “faculty dialogue model” in which facilitators listen to and learn from
faculty, as well as model various approaches to writing instruction. As Joan Mullin indicates, many facilitators
have learned that a conversation in which faculty simply “articulate their assumptions about student writing”
can be an excellent place to begin (2008: 202). Giving faculty across disciplines the opportunity to discuss the
similarities and differences in their impressions of student writing can launch an inquiry that extends across
several workshops on a variety of topics including: constructing effective writing assignments, responding
productively to student writing, determining criteria for evaluating writing, assisting with issues of grammar and
style, and making use of in-class writing activities.
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In addition to offering support for faculty, WAC programs provide curricular and pedagogical support for
students, most commonly through a wide range of writing-intensive courses throughout the curriculum. The
idea behind these courses is twofold: first, that a required first-year writing course is unlikely to provide students
with all the writing instruction they need; and second, that faculty within particular disciplines are best
positioned to teach the written discourses of these disciplines to their students. While the first-year course can
provide students with a strong introduction to writing that meets general academic expectations, it is in writingintensive courses in various disciplines that students engage with field-specific genres that call for more nuanced
rhetorical attention. As Jonathan Monroe, former director of the Knight Institute for Writing in the Disciplines
(Cornell University) remarks, writing-intensive courses across the curriculum seek “to introduce students to
received disciplinary forms and norms not merely for the sake of imitation and replication, but to call these
practices and their underlying assumptions into question” (2003: 11). In other words, writing and critical
thinking ideally walk hand in hand.
Martha Townsend notes that writing-intensive course requirements “should be defined within the local context
to ensure the best possible chance for success,” but she also observes that “guidelines for WI [writing-intensive]
courses at most institutions are surprisingly similar,” with suggestions for class size, a required amount of
writing, classroom instruction, multiple assignments, and opportunities for revision (2001: 235). As Susan
McLeod comments, “WAC programs are not additive, but transformative—they aim not at adding more papers
and tests of writing ability, but at changing the way both teachers and students use writing in the curriculum”
(1992: 3).
One such change lies in providing students with more occasions to inquire as writers—to engage in what WAC
programs have long referred to as “writing to learn.” Most college writing assignments are demonstrative –
they call for students to demonstrate what they know in writing. By contrast, write-to-learn assignments are
exploratory – they ask students to find their way toward knowledge rather than spout the already known. Chris
Anson claims that students become “more engaged participants in class as a result of putting their uncertainties,
speculations, and intellectual connections into words on a page. No other mode of language yields such
recursiveness of thinking” (2002: x). In other words, students gain from frequent opportunities to cogitate,
wonder, and reflect through the act of writing, which disciplines their ruminations by looping them back to what
they’ve just said and casting them forward toward what they’re about to say. Writing both provokes and records
learning, and writing-intensive courses can create space for this vital form of intellectual activity.
Another crucial part of almost any WAC program can be found in its writing center, where students receive
individual tutoring and have a chance to reconsider their writing through dialogue with an experienced reader.
As Joan Mullin remarks, “Partnerships between WAC and writing centers seem obvious because they both
draw from the same theories, engage in shared practices, and are similarly placed within the academic
community” (2001: 184). Given the workload for those who teach writing-intensive courses, faculty often lack
the time to offer all students the individual attention they need—whereupon the writing center provides a
powerful resource.
Two mainstays of writing centers across the country are peer tutoring and its offshoot, curriculum-based peer
tutoring. Peer tutoring involves preparing strong undergraduate writers to tutor their peers in the writing
center—an arrangement that draws strength from the ways that tutors often comprehend their peers’ struggles
with writing in ways that faculty may not. Expanding on this premise, curriculum-based peer tutoring programs
prepare undergraduates—often called “writing fellows” or “writing mentors”—to tutor in the disciplines in
which they major, so that a history major tutors for history courses, a psychology major tutors for psychology
courses, and so on. As Joan Mullin indicates, there are two basic models for such programs: one model in
which “the writing fellows attend class and work with students, serving as junior teaching assistants,” and
another model in which “writing tutors are introduced to the class as ‘their’ tutor… [who] then works with
students individually” in the writing center (2008: 203). What is particularly valuable about both approaches is
that there are three beneficiaries: (1) the students who are tutored by peers with knowledge of their disciplinary
discourse; (2) the tutors who gain valuable experience with mentoring peers in their major; and (3) the faculty
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who receive assistance in helping students with their writing. Perhaps this is why Margot Sovern calls
curriculum-based peer tutoring “one of the reasons we can be optimistic about the future of WAC” (2001:
221).
Sandra Jamieson remarks that, when it comes to WAC, “one size does not fit all” (2008: 77). In a university in
which “inter-disciplines” are growing and thriving alongside the traditional disciplines, this may be truer than
ever. WAC provides the means to build a foundation for a culture of writing that supports the ever-widening
circle of cross-disciplinary courses and programs.
Review of Written Communication QEPs
In September 2015, in preparation for the work of the QEP Design Committee, the Office of the Executive
Vice President and Provost reviewed the executive summaries of 36 QEPs – from “Track B” institutions –
focused on written communication.6 The purpose was to determine commonly used interventions with both
students and faculty, as well as to gauge common approaches to assessment. The review included (1) the goals
of each QEP, (2) the specific initiatives proposed, (3) student learning outcomes, and (4) assessment methods.
§
§
§
§
§
§

Upon review of the 36 QEPs, a number of commonly utilized interventions emerged:
Professional development and/or training for faculty and graduate teaching assistants (GTAs);
Enhanced resources for academic writing centers, including a greater disciplinary focus;
Enhancement of writing-intensive courses within the general education curriculum;
Development and enhancement of writing-intensive courses in the disciplines; and
Enhancement of the infrastructure that supports written communication, including adoption of
ePortfolios and modifications to existing learning management systems.

A summary of the 10 most compelling QEPs was ultimately shared with the QEP Design Committee.
Moreover, three QEPs served as particularly useful references during the development of the QEP – East
Carolina University (Write Where You Belong), Old Dominion University (Improving Disciplinary Writing),
and the University of North Carolina at Pembroke (Write to the Top).

6

See www.sacscoc.org/QEPSummaries.asp.
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V. INITIATIVES AND STRATEGIES

QEP PURPOSE
To enhance the culture of writing at the University of Virginia
QEP Purpose
through (1) increased pedagogical
support for faculty and students
with respect to writing instruction, (2) a wider range of inquiry-based
writing opportunities for students, and (3) adequate infrastructure to
support writing instruction.

The proposed initiatives and strategies are designed to target outcomes at multiple levels – University-wide, the
schools that serve undergraduate students, academic programs within those schools, instructors, and students.
Some initiatives are school-specific, others are pan-University. By design, in an institution where authority is
highly decentralized, initiatives are complementary and simultaneously institution-wide and program-specific.
All initiatives address the tenets of Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC)—that students’ writing ability is
continually developed, that writing promotes learning, and that, as each discipline has its own unique language
conventions, students in those disciplines can best learn to write by practicing those discipline-specific writing
conventions. The initiatives are also informed by best practice research that provides insight into how to
advance Writing Across the Curriculum to promote a culture of writing, including both student and faculty
interventions.
The core tenets of Writing Across the Curriculum also align with the University’s strategic plan. As outlined
in The Cornerstone Plan7, activities that emphasize high-impact educational experiences, deepen student
engagement and learning, and promote cross-disciplinary opportunities for faculty and students are critical to
the University’s vision. In this broader institutional context, and working collaboratively on a QEP-focused
Writing Across the Curriculum, faculty, students, and administrators have the opportunity to recognize and
respect their disciplinary differences, craft writing conventions that advance interdisciplinary learning, advance
their pedagogical practices, and help students become more adept with writing both in and beyond their time
in college.
In addition to building upon a conceptual and research foundation, the schools and academic programs are
well positioned to incorporate both the initiatives and the assessments. The University can point to an array of
experience, expertise, and leadership that it brings to the endeavor:
§

Internal reviews completed over the past several years have identified a vision and associated
interventions to strengthen written communication as a core value of the student experience at the
University:
o
o

7

The College of Arts and Sciences’ (the College) Academic and Professional Writing
Program, under new leadership since 2013, now emphasizes the relationship of writing to
academic inquiry.
In fall 2017, the College will pilot a new undergraduate curriculum that features three distinct
components—Engagements, Literacies, and Disciplines—designed to better prepare
students for a rapidly transforming world. Fundamental to this new curriculum, all first-year

http://planning.virginia.edu/current-strategic-plan

29

o

§

Experience and growing expertise in learning outcomes assessment and subsequent program
improvement:
o

o

I.

students will take a writing course, to be followed by a second writing-intensive course in a
discipline of their choice.
The College created a Learning Design and Technology8 incubator program that facilitates
instructional technologies and infrastructure; it is piloting the use of Digication, a portfolio
tool with a powerful assessment capability, with the intent of making it available to first-year
students in the College.

Faculty in academic programs across the undergraduate schools exhibit both increased
experience and comfort in conducting student learning outcomes assessments and in
applying the results to improve student learning. Since the University’s last reaffirmation in
2007, degree and certificate programs have nurtured and improved their distinctive
approaches to incorporating assessment into curricular and program management.
Individual programs that participated in the 2015 written communication core competency
assessment subsequently enrolled faculty in the Faculty Seminar in the Teaching of Writing,
expanded course-based writing instruction, and focused on training GTAs how to assess
writing in lab courses.

Faculty and Student Pedagogical Support

Faculty Seminar in the Teaching of Writing
The Academic and Professional Writing Program oversees an annual, week-long seminar in May for up to 20
faculty, from any school or department, who wish to improve their writing instruction, writing assignments,
and response to their students’ written work. The seminar addresses the following topics:
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§

Writing as critical inquiry
Evaluating and responding to student writing
Designing a writing-intensive course in one’s discipline
Scaffolding assignments
Alternatives to conventional writing assignments
Managing the paper load
Writing Center tutorials and how to make use of them
Issues of grammar and style
In-class writing activities
How to use peer review

On the final day of the seminar, each faculty member gives a presentation on his or her pedagogical project, be
it writing-intensive course design, writing assignments, responding to student writing, or other forms of writing
instruction. In this way, the seminar pursues a learner-centered model of pedagogical education.
The seminar – which includes a $2,000 stipend for participating faculty and has reached faculty in the College,
Architecture, Commerce, Education, Engineering, and Health Sciences– extends from a pilot project initiated
in 2014 that included 10 faculty and has grown each year since (18 faculty in 2015; 20 in 2016). As part of the
QEP, the Academic and Professional Writing Program will add an additional January term (J-Term) seminar to
support the added demand.

8

See http://learningdesign.as.virginia.edu.
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The initial targets for J-Term will be ten additional faculty per session, who also will receive a $2,000 stipend
for participation. Depending on demand, the J-Term cohort may increase in size. By the end of the QEP,
between the J-Term and May sessions, an additional 140-160 faculty will have strengthened their knowledge of
writing instruction through the Faculty Seminar.
Graduate Student Instruction in Writing Pedagogy
Graduate students who serve as Teaching Assistants are often responsible for evaluating student work and
providing feedback to students. Currently, the Center for Teaching Excellence (CTE) sponsors Tomorrow’s
Professor Today (TPT), a professional development program for graduate students and postdoctoral fellows to
facilitate the transition from student to academic professional. The program focuses on improving preparedness
in three key areas—teaching, professional development, and adjustment to a university career. On average, 25
graduate students participate in this program annually, although workshops sponsored by the program are open
to all graduate students. Planning between CTE and the Office of Graduate and Postdoctoral Affairs to
enhance the career and professional development of graduate students has been underway, including revamping
TPT to broaden its reach. As part of the QEP, opportunities to strengthen graduate students’ knowledge of
discipline-based writing instruction within the existing or revised TPT model, or in combination with other
institutional initiatives that aim to support graduate students’ career development interests, will be a key area of
focus.
Director, Writing Across the Curriculum
The ability to assist individual schools, departments, and programs to incorporate improved writing instruction
and to make available on-line resources that support this objective is crucial to achieving the goals of the QEP.
A central role in this endeavor is a newly-proposed Director to develop a Writing Across the Curriculum
program.
The Director will engage with academic program faculty to generate models of writing instruction and course
curricula tailored to disciplinary conventions. The Academic and Professional Writing Program will hire a fulltime faculty member to serve in this capacity. In addition to other QEP-related responsibilities, this individual
will serve as a consultant to faculty members developing courses that meet the new Second Writing
Requirement criteria, as well as informing advanced, discipline-focused writing. [Appendix B contains the
position description for this role.]
Pending the full-time hire of this position, and to ensure timely progress on key initiatives, the University has
enlisted an existing faculty member who will provide leadership and direction in select strategies, including
revisions to the Second Writing Requirement described later in this section, during the 2017-18 academic year
Additional details on this interim step are provided in Section VI of this report under “Organizational
Structure.”
New Faculty Outreach – Ignite Program
The Center for Teaching Excellence (CTE) oversees Ignite,9 which was launched in 2015 as a comprehensive,
year-long program that helps new faculty—most of whom have little or no training in how to teach effectively—
use evidence-based teaching methods and new learning technologies to significantly enhance students’
motivation and learning. In Ignite, new faculty:
§
§
§
§

9

learn from research on student motivation, assessment, and active, high-impact learning;
use evidence-based practices to design courses that motivate all students to engage in significant,
long-term, transformative learning;
appropriately use instructional technologies to deepen learning; and
build supportive peer networks.

See http://cte.virginia.edu/programs/ignite/.
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Originally designed to serve 36 new instructors between 2015 and 2017, Ignite has already attracted and
supported more than 65 faculty members from across the University during the two-year pilot; it is expected
to serve an additional 144 faculty members over the next three years. The Academic and Professional Writing
Program will partner with CTE to introduce Ignite scholars to principles and practices specific to the teaching
of writing.
Undergraduate and Graduate Writing Fellows
The Writing Center, which supports undergraduate students in academic and professional writing, is “a writing
resource staffed by graduate and undergraduate student tutors and available to all [University] students.”10 The
Writing Center offers a free tutorial service, engaging students in the process of scholarly inquiry, in-depth
exploration, and revision of their writing. Students who arrange appointments at the Writing Center receive a
50-minute, one-on-one tutoring session from undergraduate or graduate writing tutors who are hired based on
their experience, their written applications, and their interview performance. Students selected as tutors
participate in an orientation session at the start of the year. Currently, the Writing Center hires 30 - 40 tutors
and provides services to over 1,000 students per year. The Writing Center director and assistant director
regularly review session reports and student feedback in order to mentor individual tutors. To date, tutors have
most commonly been graduate students, although in 2014, with support from the Vice Provost for Academic
Affairs, the Writing Center launched an undergraduate peer tutoring program.
As part of the QEP, the Writing Center, in collaboration with the WAC Director, will enhance support for peer
tutoring by launching a disciplinary Writing Fellows Program. Rather than staffing the Writing Center mostly
with students who are majors or graduate students in English, the directors will seek out writing fellows from
a wide range of disciplines. Ideally, students who need help with a paper in a particular discipline will be tutored
by an experienced tutor in the same or similar discipline to take into account the differences in disciplinary
discourses.
Undergraduate Writing Fellows will be required to take ENPG 3800 (Tutoring Peer Writers) as a prerequisite
to serving as a disciplinary-based tutor (see Appendix D). This course, which received pilot funding from the
Vice Provost for Academic Affairs, will receive additional funding through the QEP. ENPG 3800, a threecredit course, introduces prospective tutors to theories of writing instruction and effective peer tutoring
practices. Students read in the field of writing instruction, research primary materials (such as assignments and
syllabi), observe tutors, and practice tutoring peer writers under supervised and supportive
circumstances. Successful completion of the course will allow students to apply for part-time paid peer tutoring
positions in the Writing Center. Students from any major who are interested in tutoring academic writing in
general and/or in specific disciplines will be encouraged to take this course.

II.

Student Learning Opportunities

First-time, first-year students enroll in one of five undergraduate schools at the University: the College of Arts
and Sciences, the School of Engineering and Applied Science, the School of Nursing, the School of
Architecture, and the Curry School of Education. Of these, two schools—the College and the School of
Engineering—enroll 95 percent of these first-time, first-year students.
Three additional schools also enroll undergraduate degree-seeking students. Three of these – the Frank Batten
School for Leadership and Public Policy, the McIntire School of Commerce, and the Bachelor of
Interdisciplinary Studies Program in the School of Continuing and Professional Studies (Continuing
Education)—require students to have accumulated 60 credits prior to matriculation.

10

See www.engl.virginia.edu/undergraduate/writing/center.
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Figure 5.1

Undergraduate Enrollment, by School (Fall 2016)
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The following student learning opportunities are presented in order of the size of the third- and fourth-year
populations in each school.
College of Arts and Sciences (College)
First Writing Requirement
In fall 2017, the College will implement a universal11 First Writing Requirement (FWR), thereby eliminating the
current exemption. Under a universal FWR, entering first-year students in the College will be placed into one
of four initial writing courses (described below) based on their initial writing proficiency as measured by the
SAT Reading and Writing Examination. (Appendix C contains the proposal developed for the Committee on
Educational Policy and the Curriculum (CEPC), which was approved October 24, 2016.)
Placement decisions will be made by June 15 once the first-year class is confirmed and before students begin
to enroll in courses for fall 2017. The Academic and Professional Writing Program will review students’ SAT
and ACT scores, identify the top 10 percent, and allow them to take a more advanced writing course in place
of ENWR 1510 (Accelerated Academic Writing). Consistent with current practice, students who miss the cutoff would still get to submit a portfolio of writing for review if they think their test scores do not reflect their
abilities. On average, about 200 students each year submit a portfolio for additional review and about half of
them pass the bar.
•

•

ENWR 1505/1506 – an existing year-long course series for students scoring below 500 on the
SAT Reading and Writing Examination.
o Writing and Critical Inquiry: The Stretch Sequence – This course series is equivalent to
ENWR 1510 (see below), but is offered over two semesters. This sequence allows
students to take more time, in smaller sections and with support from the Writing
Center, practicing and reinforcing the activities that are central to the first-year
writing course.
ENWR 1507/1508 – an existing year-long course series for multilingual students.
o Writing and Critical Inquiry: The Stretch Sequence for Multilingual Writers – This course
series is equivalent to ENWR 1510 (see below), but is offered over two semesters.

11

Echols Scholars will be exempt from this requirement. The Echols Scholars Program is the honors program in the College.
There is no target number of scholars per year; on average 225-250 students are selected.
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•

•

This sequence allows multilingual students to take more time, in smaller sections
and with support from the Writing Center, practicing and reinforcing the activities
that are central to the first-year writing course.
ENWR 1510 – an existing one-semester course.
o Writing and Critical Inquiry – This course approaches writing as a way to generate,
represent, and reflect on critical inquiry. Students contribute to an academic
conversation about a specific subject of inquiry and learn to position their ideas and
research in relation to the ideas and research of others. Instructors place student
writing at the center of course, encourage students to think on the page, and prepare
them to reflect on contemporary forms of expression. Students read and respond
to each other’s writing in class regularly and engage in thoughtful reflection on their
own rhetorical choices, as well as those of peers and published writers. Additionally,
the course requires students to give an oral presentation of their research and to
assemble a digital portfolio of their writing.
ENCW, ENLT, and ENWR – existing and new one-semester courses.
o These advanced writing and literature courses, to be approved by the Academic and
Professional Writing Program, are open to first-year students who demonstrate
advanced proficiency in writing skills. Examples include ENLT 2100 (Introductory
Seminar in Literature), ENCW 2560 (Introduction to Fiction Writing), and ENWR
2520 (Special Topics in Writing).

To support this expansion of the First Writing Requirement (FWR), the QEP will help the College fund seven
additional postdoctoral scholars in the Academic and Professional Writing Program. During the first year, the
goal is to hire three Assistant Professors and four one-year lecturers. By the end of the five years, all seven
positions will be Assistant Professor hires.
Second Writing Requirement
All undergraduate students in the College, with the exception of Echols Scholars, are required to complete a
Second Writing Requirement (SWR) to satisfy degree requirements. Currently, courses are eligible to fulfill the
SWR if they meet the following criteria:
§
§

Assign at least two writing assignments in English totaling 4,000 words (20 pages) or more,
independent of quizzes and final examinations; and
Have a student/faculty ratio no greater than 30:1.

Faculty submit courses for review and approval by the Committee on Educational Policy and the Curriculum
(CEPC). If approved, such courses are designated as fulfilling the SWR in the Student Information System
(SIS). In addition, students may petition for a course that meets the criteria above to fulfill the SWR.12 At
present, more than 250 courses – spanning the disciplines – are designated as SWR courses. Currently, once a
course is approved, little oversight exists to ensure it should continue to fulfill the SWR requirement.
As planned, during the first year of the QEP, a new SWR approval process and criteria for the College will
be discussed with and proposed to CEPC, to include:
§
§
§
§

12

inclusion of in-class writing instruction
peer review
multiple occasions to write; and
the opportunity to revise at least one paper.

See http://college.as.virginia.edu/sites/college.as.virginia.edu/files/SecondWritingRequirement.pdf.
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Subsequent affirmation of the SWR process and criteria in the College will be coordinated by the Director of
Writing Across the Curriculum. Once the new criteria are affirmed, the Director will initiate acceptance and
adoption across other undergraduate schools. Proposals for new SWR courses will be encouraged to use QEPrelated resources, such as the Undergraduate or Graduate Writing Fellows program and, (if adopted) digital
portfolios. The objective is to use the revised approval process to inform new SWR courses and, in a phased
approach, modify the existing 250 SWRs.
The University will offer resources to faculty to retool existing courses or offer new SWR courses to meet the
new criteria. A $30,000 fund will be created to provide professional development incentive grants to faculty
members developing courses that meet the new SWR criteria.
Spring Workshop for College Fellows (Engagement Courses)
Beginning in the 2017-18 academic year, the College will embark on a pilot13 to test a significant proposed
change to the general undergraduate curriculum. For many decades, the University of Virginia – like most
universities – has required students to work their way through a “checklist” of area-specific courses (natural
science, arts, social science, etc.). The faculty no longer has confidence that this method adequately introduces
students to the breadth of knowledge or the habits of mind that created this knowledge. Toward that end, in
spring 2016, the faculty of the College of Arts and Sciences voted to develop and pilot test a new curriculum.
In the pilot phase, a select group of faculty (12 in 2017-18; 24 in 2018-19) known as College Fellows will design
and teach two-credit courses for first-year students in four proposed “Engagements” – aesthetic engagement,
empirical and scientific engagement, engaging difference, and ethical engagement. First-year undergraduates in
the pilot curriculum (500 in 2017-18; up to 1,000 in 2018-19) will be required to complete all four Engagement
courses. The goal is to see if the College can better prepare students for intellectual inquiry by explicitly
introducing students to these different modes of thought and scholarly investigation, thus inviting them to
delve confidently into the intellectual world. As described by the College:
The first component of the proposed curriculum cuts across the disciplines and helps develop in students intellectual
sensibilities that lead to deeper, more prescient learning outcomes. The engagement courses provide students with a predisciplinary, inquiry-based framework through which to reflect critically on their College education. These courses will
encourage students to connect the knowledge, literacies, and skills of their College education to their future lives of
purposeful vocation as engaged citizen-intellectuals.14
To prepare, College Fellows will design their distinct course curricula through annual collegial
workshops. Different as they will be, the courses will all share a common emphasis on inquiry-based writing
and student peer review. The Academic and Professional Writing Program will facilitate the preparation of the
College Fellows to incorporate writing instruction and assessment into these two-credit courses.
School of Engineering and Applied Science
Engineering Teaching Fellows
The School of Engineering and Applied Science (Engineering) has four major courses in the curriculum that
explicitly focus on developing student writing capabilities. As part of the QEP, Engineering plans to improve
writing instruction in its fourth-year courses (STS 4500: STS and Engineering Practice and STS 4600: The
Engineer, Ethics, and Professional Responsibility) by adapting a proven strategy developed for its first-year
course, STS 1500.

13

See https://news.virginia.edu/content/college-arts-sciences-pilot-groundbreaking-curriculum-changes.
General Education Committee (April 2016). Proposed Components of Revised General Education Curriculum. College and
Graduate School of Arts and Sciences.
14
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STS 1500 is semester-long course that develops the writing and speaking abilities relevant to engineering
through activities such as maintaining an idea notebook, giving a “rocket pitch,” writing technical descriptions,
and preparing a patent application. STS 1500 also develops the argumentation skills that are the foundation of
academic and professional writing. The course combines two teaching formats: large lectures by a senior faculty
member that provide a comprehensive view of the field (in this case “Great Inventions That Changed the
World”) and lab/studio sessions that combine the functions typically fulfilled by discussion sections and firstyear writing courses. The result is a high-quality, efficient educational experience.
STS 1500, which is taught to approximately 700 students a year, pioneered the use of Engineering Teaching
Fellows to assist with developing student writing. It currently relies on three Teaching Fellows to teach 350
students each semester. The Teaching Fellows take responsibility for the lab/studio sessions, a significant
portion of which is devoted to writing instruction. They create detailed assignments; design workshops and
other scaffolding assignments to support students in completing their writing assignments; develop evaluation
rubrics that help students understand the expectations for each assignment; and use those rubrics to evaluate
student work and provide detailed feedback in a relatively efficient way. Unlike typical composition courses or
discussion sections, the lab/studio sessions are team-taught by two teaching Fellows. Because the Fellows tend
to have different academic backgrounds and different kinds of teaching experiences, they complement and
learn from each other. This approach also makes it easier for new Fellows to be trained and integrated into the
program and makes for a smooth transition to teaching upper level courses, such as STS 4500 and 4600.
The Engineering Teaching Fellows program will be expanded to support three Fellows in the STS 4500/4600
sequence that forms a year-long intensive writing experience and culminates in the student preparing a researchbased thesis portfolio. The additional Teaching Fellows in STS 4500/4600 will work with 650 students a year
and will focus on giving individualized feedback to students as they work on their thesis projects. These Fellows
will receive training from the Writing Center, but will concentrate on the unique ways that writing informs
engineering practices. The interaction of students from different disciplinary backgrounds being trained by the
Writing Center should lead to a cross-pollination that will benefit all of the Teaching Fellows.
McIntire School of Commerce
Strategic Value Creation
The McIntire School of Commerce’s third-year curriculum, the Integrated Core Experience (ICE),15 offers a
substantive range of assignments to advance students’ abilities to write for business audiences. Both individual
and group writing skills are critical to success in the business environment. Coinciding with the QEP, the faculty
plans to enhance individual student writing in the newer forms sought by industry and business—social media,
as well as blended textual and visual formats. Beginning in the spring of 2017, COMM 3040 (Strategic Value
Creation) will provide a cohesive curriculum on effective bundling of writing and visual communications in
which students will be asked to design textual and visual-based management decks, infographics, and press
releases. The assignment will focus on improving students’ ability to summarize, synthesize, and create
information.
Curry School of Education (Curry)
As a school with three small but growing undergraduate programs, the Curry School engages in writing through
a variety of initiatives that align with the goals of the QEP. The long-standing Speech Communications
Disorders Program has an established course that fits the Second Writing Requirement, and faculty in this
program are enthusiastic about professional development opportunities to be offered by the QEP initiative to
support further innovations for this course. The faculty of a new undergraduate program, Youth and Social
Innovation, will collaborate with QEP leadership to determine writing requirement options most suitable for
their students. The third undergraduate program, Kinesiology, is now a direct admit program, and students
15

See www.commerce.virginia.edu/undergrad/ice.
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have diverse interests that align well with the College of Arts and Sciences’ writing initiatives. QEP efforts will
also coincide with faculty efforts in all three programs to support disciplinary writing in upper-level courses.
School of Architecture
The School of Architecture has taken steps towards an intentional focus on improving undergraduate writing:
§

§

A new undergraduate class offered by the Department of Architectural History, ARCH 2500,
(Selected Topics in Architecture), will be available beginning fall 2017. This elective, graded, threecredit class will introduce undergraduates across the School of Architecture to varied genres of
writing about architecture. One learning outcome of the course is “To be able to write and communicate
(oral) with architects and other design professionals, as well as others outside of the field.” The course requires
students to submit two written reports: a project proposal and a research paper. The first iteration of
the course’s theme will be “Architecture and the Public.” The Department of Architectural History
anticipates offering this course on a regular basis, with the possibility of exploring different themes.
While the first-year required foundations course, ARCH 1020 (Lessons in Making), focuses on
foundational techniques in form and making, the course now requires four short writing assignments
in which students describe their explorations into form and making.

In addition, under consideration, is a one-credit, elective, graded course for fourth-year students, “Thesis
Preparations.” This class would focus on preparing students, through written assignments, to communicate the
independent research and design work they plan to engage in during their final semester.
Frank Batten School of Leadership and Public Policy (Batten)
In an effort to promote a culture of writing within the Frank Batten School of Leadership and Public Policy,
the school will focus on strengthening the faculty and GTA understanding of disciplinary writing instruction
objectives. Batten will also promote and make use of the University-wide Writing Center Fellows and
encourage faculty to attend the faculty seminar in the teaching of writing.
School of Continuing and Professional Studies (BIS)
The Bachelor of Interdisciplinary Studies (BIS) is the University’s adult degree completion program for students
who want to earn a bachelor’s degree from the University through face-to-face, hybrid, and online classes
offered in multiple locations, in the evenings, and on the weekends. In providing support essential for BIS
student success, three aspects of that support will align with the QEP:
1. All BIS students are required to take two Liberal Studies Seminar courses during the first four terms
of enrollment; these courses emphasize reading, writing, and critical thinking. As a revised
requirement, beginning fall 2016, all first-term BIS students are required to take ISLS 3000
(Transformations: Reading, Thinking, and Communicating in the Liberal Arts) during their first term.
This writing intensive course addresses academic writing, critical thinking, and research
fundamentals. As part of the QEP, this new course will undergo assessment and, as needed,
revision.
2. The BIS program offers its own Writing Center that serves as a resource to help all students, in all of
their BIS courses, write better. Recently, Saturday workshops at various locations have been added
to the schedule. While optional for students, these workshops are well-attended. As part of the
QEP, the program will develop a more formal review process for the Writing Center and assess the
possibility of expanding the Center.
3. At orientation, new students to the program now participate in one-hour sessions in which they
complete writing exercises while working with writing instructors. The goal of these sessions is to
37

minimize anxiety about writing that some student experience entering BIS and to provide a positive
writing experience on their first day in the program.
School of Nursing (Nursing)
The UVA Writing Center offers tutoring in a satellite location at the School of Nursing. Tutors offer specific
hours for both in person and online appointments. Tutors who have specialized skill in the discipline-specific
writing format used by nursing (American Psychological Association publication standards) are selected by the
Writing Center to be housed at Nursing. Appointments are 50 minutes long with individual students. The
assessment planned for the UVA Writing Center tutoring will be applied to the Nursing location as well and
will inform ongoing planning.

III.

Infrastructure Support

The primary infrastructure support required to achieve the QEP’s goals is the creation of online learning
platforms to facilitate advance student writing and enable peer review.
In addition, and consistent with Writing Across the Curriculum pedagogy, robust on-line resources will be
made available to faculty to provide guidance on ways to improve undergraduate student writing, with emphasis
on writing unique to disciplines. The Director of WAC will collaborate with academic departments to provide
easily accessible tools and information via the web designed to support faculty writing instruction.
Digital Portfolios
A digital portfolio tool (Digication) is under consideration for use by undergraduate students and their
instructors to facilitate student writing, reflection, and assessment. Before adoption, however, the tool will
undergo an evaluation of its utility, ease of use, accessibility, and cost. Such an evaluation has been initiated in
the College of Arts and Sciences (the College), which began piloting a digital portfolio with faculty and students
in foreign language programs in 2014-15. The objective was to learn how to employ digital portfolios for
student learning and for assessment of learning and to evaluate the power and feasibility of the tool. Since its
first year, the pilot has expanded to include approximately nine foreign language departments as well as more
customized pilots in courses representing English (Writing), Chemistry, Art History, and others.
As the pilot in the College is currently underway, results at this point are preliminary. Within the Foreign
Language departments, in Spring 2016 an external evaluator assessed student learning across all programs and
of language learning at both the course and program levels, and concluded the following key outcomes:
Impacts on Student Learning:
§ Increased autonomy and creativity
§ Increased student-student and student-teacher interaction
§ Increased visibility of student learning to learner and instructor
§ Increased self-assessment of learning
§ Development of digital literacy
Impacts at the Program Level:
§ Better alignment of assessment with student learning outcomes
§ Better assessment of program learning outcomes
Impacts at the College and University Levels:
§ Increased faculty collaboration on teaching and research
§ Increased engagement of non-track faculty in the intellectual life of the College
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§

Smaller engagements with digital portfolios in course work have anecdotally reported similar
findings.

While the focus to date has been on the digital portfolio as a teaching and learning tool, portfolio tools also
may have a back-end infrastructure for assessment. This aspect has not been formally used or evaluated on the
Digication platform, but multiple demonstrations and discussions suggest that it would be a robust solution for
this purpose. Further investigation and comparison with other platforms, however, are warranted.
If the tool continues to fulfill expectations, the plan is for all first-year students in the College to be given access
to digital portfolios through the required, first-year writing course, where they will be encouraged to add samples
of their writing to the portfolio throughout their tenure at the University. Ultimately, students would emerge
with portfolios that illustrate their development as writers. Based on the outcome of testing, the University
may phase in implementation of Digication in the College and other undergraduate schools to support writing
achievement and assessment. Successful implementation of a digital portfolio tool as the assessment platform
would require not only the licensing for the platform, but also a commitment to faculty training, development
of resources, and some technical support.
Calibrated Peer Review
Student peer review of writing has been recognized and documented across disciplines as benefitting both the
student reviewer and reviewee. In response, approaches to train peer reviewers and to structure peer review
activities within classroom settings have emerged. A considerable literature on student peer-review of writing
describes a variety of approaches. For example, Calibrated Peer Review (CPR)™,a Web-based program, makes
possible frequent writing assignments even in large classes. Created by a Chemistry professor at UCLA, CPR
was designed to facilitate student writing competency even in large enrollment courses and to introduce
students to the concept and process of scientific peer review. CPR entails teaching students to apply a rubric
to assess writing and to calibrate their reviews to the instructor’s standards. CPR™ will be considered as
potential infrastructure support for the QEP.
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VI. PROCESS: IMPLEMENTATION
Timeline
The implementation plan for the QEP accounts for the time required to develop and establish the strategies
and initiatives and to evaluate the efficacy of proposed interventions in alignment with the academic year life
cycle.
A summary overview provides a snapshot of key milestones (next page) and a more detailed outline of planned
activities follows. The projected timing of key tasks considers academic year sequencing and associated
procedures for hiring, academic planning and budget submissions, and allows for completion of work required
to assess the impact of the activities and to use the results to inform the plan’s progress.
The schedule also accounts for student life cycle requirements, other planned institutional assessments (e.g.,
campus climate survey) that will occur independent of the QEP, and state of Virginia required student learning
competency assessments.
Based on counsel provided by the deans of the undergraduate schools and select administrative units, the
Provost appointed institutional representatives to serve on the QEP Oversight Committee, which will begin its
work at the start of the 2017-18 academic year. The QEP Oversight Committee will meet twice per semester
during the academic year starting September 2017, including a meeting in June of each year of the five-year
project time frame to review assessment results, make recommendations as needed, and evaluate general
progress of the plan in anticipation of the fifth-year review. The annual reports, based on the assessments and
Oversight Committee review, will be prepared by the Vice Provost for Academic Affairs.
The following acronyms refer to institutional officers, offices, or organizations reflected in the schedule:
APWP
CTE
DWAC
GAPA
IAS
QEPOC
SEAS
VPAA

Academic and Professional Writing Program
Center for Teaching Excellence
Director, Writing Across the Curriculum
Graduate and Postdoctoral Affairs
Office of Institutional Assessment and Studies
QEP Oversight Committee
School of Engineering and Applied Science
Vice Provost for Academic Affairs
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EP Oversight Committee (QEPOC)
or, Writing Across the Curriculum (DWAC)
Writing Requirement (FWR) faculty (type of hires
year)
niversal FWR in the College of Arts and Sciences
e Student Experience in the Research University
(indirect assessment )
f FWR artifacts (direct assessment)
f Second Writing Requirement (SWR) artifacts
ment)
the Director, Writing Across the Curriculum
sal to revise SWR in the College with Committee
al Policy and the Curriculum (CEPC)
culty incentive grant program to develop SWR
√
√

√

√

√

√√

√√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√√
√

√

√

√
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√

Summer 2021

√√

Fall 2021

√√

√

√

√

√√
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√

√

√√

√
√

√

√

√

√

√

√
√

√√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

Spring 2022

√√

√

√

√

Fall 2020
√
√Spring 2021 √

√

√

√

√

√

√
Summer 2020

√√

√

√

√

√

√

√
√

√

√

√
Spring 2019
√
Summer 2019
√
Fall 2019
√
Spring 2020
√

√

Summer 2022

√√

√

√√

√√

√

√

√

√

√

Fall 2018√

√√

√

Responsibility

Fall 2017
√
Spring 2018
√
Summer 2018

√

Timeline – Summary Overview

VPAA
APWP

√

√

Spring 2022

√√ √√

Fall 2021

Fall 2019

√

Summer 2021

Summer 2019

√√

Spring 2021

Spring 2019

√√

Fall 2020

Fall 2018

√

Summer 2020

Summer 2018

√√

Spring 2020

Spring 2018

√√
√

APWP

APWP

IAS

IAS

IAS

DWAC

DWAC/QEPOC

DWAC

DWAC
DWAC

APWP

CTE/APWP
APWP/DWAC

APWP

SEAS
SEAS
VPAA

Activity
Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (QEPOC)
VPAA
Recruit Director, Writing Across the Curriculum (DWAC)
APWP
Recruit First Writing Requirement (FWR) faculty (type of hires
APWP
will vary each year)
Implement universal FWR in the College of Arts and Sciences
APWP
Administer the Student Experience in the Research University
IAS
(SERU) survey (indirect assessment )
Assessment of FWR artifacts (direct assessment)
IAS
Assessment of Second Writing Requirement (SWR) artifacts
IAS
(direct assessment)
Start date for the Director, Writing Across the Curriculum
DWAC
Discuss proposal to revise SWR in the College with Committee
DWAC/QEPOC
on Educational Policy and the Curriculum (CEPC)
Administer faculty incentive grant program to develop SWR
DWAC
courses
Develop Undergraduate and Graduate Writing Fellows (WF)
DWAC
Solicit applications for WF program
DWAC
Offer additional section of ENPG 3800 (Tutoring Peer Writers)
APWP
for undergraduate WF.
Administer Writing Instruction through Ignite
CTE/APWP
Offer Faculty Seminar in Teaching (J-Term session)
APWP/DWAC
Pending adoption, Evaluate three-year, ePortfolio pilot in
APWP
FWR
Recruit Engineering Teaching Fellows STS 4500/4600
SEAS
Start Date Engineering Teaching Fellows STS 4500/4600
SEAS
Prepare QEP annual report
VPAA

Fall 2017

Responsibility

ergraduate and Graduate Writing Fellows (WF)
tions for WF program
nal section of ENPG 3800 (Tutoring Peer Writers)
uate WF.
riting Instruction through Ignite
Seminar in Teaching (J-Term session)
tion, Evaluate three-year, ePortfolio pilot in

eering Teaching Fellows STS 4500/4600
gineering Teaching Fellows STS 4500/4600
annual report

Timeline – Summary Overview

√
√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

2016-17
Responsibility
APWP

Activity
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two per/semester)
• Initiate recruitment of Director, Writing Across the Curriculum; complete search by January 2018
• Implement universal First Writing Requirement (FWR) in the College of Arts and Sciences
• Begin discussion regarding SWR criteria
• Develop writing instruction through Ignite
• Develop writing instruction through Tomorrow’s Professor Today (TPT) (current model)
• Continued Recruitment – FWR Faculty
• Recruit Engineering Teaching Fellows
• Begin to develop “culture of writing” campaign
• Administer Faculty Seminar in Writing (JTerm)
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two/semester)
• Administer the Student Experience in the Research University (SERU) survey
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (current model)
• Implement Faculty Seminar in Writing (May)
• Facilitate writing instruction in College Engagement courses
• Affirm SWR standards and how they would be applied across schools
• Finalize initial components of marketing campaign; launch implementation
• Update key stakeholders

Responsibility
VPAA
APWP
APWP
VPAA
CTE/APWP
CTE/GAPA
APWP
SEAS
QEP Dir.
APWP
VPAA
IAS
CTE/APWP
CTE/APWP
APWP
APWP
VPAA
VPAA
VPAA

See https://uva.digication.com/home_guest.digi.

APWP

APWP
Provost
Provost
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Responsibility
APWP

Responsibility
VPAA
APWP
APWP
VPAA
CTE/APWP
CTE/GAPA
APWP
SEAS
QEP Dir.
APWP
VPAA
IAS
CTE/APWP
CTE/APWP
APWP
APWP
VPAA
VPAA
VPAA

16

16

45

January 2018
Spring 2018

Activity
•
•

Year 1: 2017-18
Term
Fall 2017

Activity
• Initiated pilot of ePortfolio software (Digication).16
• Submitted proposal for universal First-Year Writing Requirement to the Committee on Educational
Policy and the Curriculum (CEPC)
o Approved by CEPC on 10/24/16 and the Faculty of Arts and Sciences (FAS) on 12/1/16.
• Initiated Recruitment – FWR faculty
• Appointed QEP Oversight Committee
• Engage Consultant (former President; Professor of English); Interim role to bridge DWAC hire
Initiated pilot of ePortfolio software (Digication).16
Submitted proposal for universal First-Year Writing Requirement to the Committee on Educational
Policy and the Curriculum (CEPC)
o Approved by CEPC on 10/24/16 and the Faculty of Arts and Sciences (FAS) on 12/1/16.
Initiated Recruitment – FWR faculty
Appointed QEP Oversight Committee
Engage Consultant (former President; Professor of English); Interim role to bridge DWAC hire

Spring 2017
Summer 2017
Summer 2017

•
•
•

Term
Fall 2016

2017
er 2017
er 2017

2017-18

17

y 2018
2018

Activity
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two per/semester)
• Initiate recruitment of Director, Writing Across the Curriculum; complete search by January 2018
• Implement universal First Writing Requirement (FWR) in the College of Arts and Sciences
• Begin discussion regarding SWR criteria
• Develop writing instruction through Ignite
• Develop writing instruction through Tomorrow’s Professor Today (TPT) (current model)
• Continued Recruitment – FWR Faculty
• Recruit Engineering Teaching Fellows
• Begin to develop “culture of writing” campaign
• Administer Faculty Seminar in Writing (JTerm)
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two/semester)
• Administer the Student Experience in the Research University (SERU) survey
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (current model)
• Implement Faculty Seminar in Writing (May)
• Facilitate writing instruction in College Engagement courses
• Affirm SWR standards and how they would be applied across schools
• Finalize initial components of marketing campaign; launch implementation
• Update key stakeholders

ps://uva.digication.com/home_guest.digi.

Year 0: 2016-17

APWP
APWP
Provost
Provost

mmer 2018
•

Review and, if necessary, revise the written communication rubric used to collect baseline data for
use in subsequent direct assessments.17
Prepare QEP 2017-18 annual report.

17

•

Year 3: 2019-20
Term
Fall 2019

r 2: 2018-19
rm
l 2018
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Summer 2019

nuary 2019
ring 2019

January 2019
Spring 2019

•

Review and, if necessary, revise the written communication rubric used to collect baseline data for
use in subsequent direct assessments.17
Prepare QEP 2017-18 annual report.

Activity
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two/semester)
• Start date for Director, Writing Across the Curriculum (DWAC)
• Consult with faculty receiving 2017-18 incentive grants to develop SWR courses
• Administer 2018-19 faculty incentive grants for SWR courses
• Develop Writing Fellows program (undergraduate and graduate students)
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (revised); other graduate outreach
• Report on Spring 2018 SERU results
• Finalize SWR new proposal and recommend for approval
• Administer Faculty Seminar in Writing (JTerm)
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two/semester)
• Begin to apply SWR criteria
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (revised); other graduate outreach
• Launch Writing Fellows program, including solicitation of applications
• Offer additional section of ENPG 3800 (Tutoring Peer Writers) for Undergraduate Writing Fellows
• Update key stakeholders
• Engage faculty to complete assessment of FWR artifacts
• Evaluate experience of ePortfolio pilot
• Finalize assessment of FWR artifacts (report)
• Prepare QEP 2018-19 annual report

Activity
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two/semester)
• Administer 2019-20 faculty incentive grants for SWR courses

Year 2: 2018-19
Term
Fall 2018

•

mmer 2019

r 3: 2019-20
rm
l 2019

e http://avillage.web.virginia.edu/iaas/assess/data/competency/writing/writing14-15.shtm.

Summer 2018

IAS
VPAA/IAS

Activity
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two/semester)
• Start date for Director, Writing Across the Curriculum (DWAC)
• Consult with faculty receiving 2017-18 incentive grants to develop SWR courses
• Administer 2018-19 faculty incentive grants for SWR courses
• Develop Writing Fellows program (undergraduate and graduate students)
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (revised); other graduate outreach
• Report on Spring 2018 SERU results
• Finalize SWR new proposal and recommend for approval
• Administer Faculty Seminar in Writing (JTerm)
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two/semester)
• Begin to apply SWR criteria
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (revised); other graduate outreach
• Launch Writing Fellows program, including solicitation of applications
• Offer additional section of ENPG 3800 (Tutoring Peer Writers) for Undergraduate Writing Fellows
• Update key stakeholders
• Engage faculty to complete assessment of FWR artifacts
• Evaluate experience of ePortfolio pilot
• Finalize assessment of FWR artifacts (report)
• Prepare QEP 2018-19 annual report

Responsibility
VPAA
DWAC
DWAC
VPAA
DWAC
CTE/APWP
CTE/GAPA
IAS
DWAC/QEPOC
APWP
VPAA
DWAC/QEPOC
CTE/APWP
CTE/GAPA
DWAC
APWP
VPAA
IAS
APWP
IAS
VPAA/IAS

Activity
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two/semester)
• Administer 2019-20 faculty incentive grants for SWR courses

Responsibility
VPAA
VPAA/DWAC

See http://avillage.web.virginia.edu/iaas/assess/data/competency/writing/writing14-15.shtm.

IAS

VPAA/IAS

Responsibili
VPAA
DWAC
DWAC
VPAA
DWAC
CTE/APWP
CTE/GAPA
IAS
DWAC/QEPO
APWP
VPAA
DWAC/QEPO
CTE/APWP
CTE/GAPA
DWAC
APWP
VPAA
IAS
APWP
IAS
VPAA/IAS

Responsibilit
VPAA
VPAA/DWAC
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rm

nuary 2020
ring 2020

mmer 2020

r 4: 2020-21
rm
ll 2020

nuary 2021
ring 2021

Responsibility
VPAA
DWAC
DWAC
VPAA/DWAC
CTE/DWAC
CTE/GAPA
IAS
APWP
VPAA
DWAC
DWAC
CTE/DWAC
CTE/GAPA
DWAC

Responsibili
CTE/DWAC
CTE/GAPA
APWP
VPAA
VPAA/DWA
DWAC
DWAC
APWP
CTE/APWP
CTE/GAPA
IAS
VPAA
IAS
IAS
VPAA

Activity
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two/semester)
• Administer 2020-21 faculty incentive grants for SWR courses
• Consult with faculty receiving 2019-20 spring incentive grants to develop SWR courses
• Administer 2019-20 faculty incentive grants for SWR courses
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (revised); other graduate outreach
• Report on Spring 2020 SERU results
• Administer Faculty Seminar in Writing (JTerm)
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two/semester)
• Administer 2020-21 faculty incentive grants for SWR courses
• Consult with faculty receiving 2020-21 fall incentive grants to develop SWR courses
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (revised); other graduate outreach
• Solicit applications for new disciplinary Writing Fellows (DWF)

Activity
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (revised); other graduate outreach
• Administer Faculty Seminar in Writing (JTerm)
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two/semester)
• Administer 2019-20 faculty incentive grants for SWR courses
• Consult with faculty receiving 2019-20 fall incentive grants to develop SWR courses
• Solicit applications for new Writing Fellows (WF)
• Offer additional section of ENPG 3800 for Undergraduate Writing Fellows
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (revised); other graduate outreach
• Administer the Student Experience in the Research University (SERU) survey
• Update key stakeholders
• Engage faculty to complete assessment of SWR artifacts
• Finalize assessment of SWR artifacts (report)
• Assess QEP progress and prepare 2019-20 annual report

Responsibility
CTE/DWAC
CTE/GAPA
APWP
VPAA
VPAA/DWAC
DWAC
DWAC
APWP
CTE/APWP
CTE/GAPA
IAS
VPAA
IAS
IAS
VPAA

Responsibil
VPAA
DWAC
DWAC
VPAA/DWA
CTE/DWAC
CTE/GAPA
IAS
APWP
VPAA
DWAC
DWAC
CTE/DWAC
CTE/GAPA
DWAC

January 2020
Spring 2020

Summer 2020
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Activity
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (revised); other graduate outreach
• Administer Faculty Seminar in Writing (JTerm)
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two/semester)
• Administer 2019-20 faculty incentive grants for SWR courses
• Consult with faculty receiving 2019-20 fall incentive grants to develop SWR courses
• Solicit applications for new Writing Fellows (WF)
• Offer additional section of ENPG 3800 for Undergraduate Writing Fellows
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (revised); other graduate outreach
• Administer the Student Experience in the Research University (SERU) survey
• Update key stakeholders
• Engage faculty to complete assessment of SWR artifacts
• Finalize assessment of SWR artifacts (report)
• Assess QEP progress and prepare 2019-20 annual report

Activity
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two/semester)
• Administer 2020-21 faculty incentive grants for SWR courses
• Consult with faculty receiving 2019-20 spring incentive grants to develop SWR courses
• Administer 2019-20 faculty incentive grants for SWR courses
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (revised); other graduate outreach
• Report on Spring 2020 SERU results
• Administer Faculty Seminar in Writing (JTerm)
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two/semester)
• Administer 2020-21 faculty incentive grants for SWR courses
• Consult with faculty receiving 2020-21 fall incentive grants to develop SWR courses
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (revised); other graduate outreach
• Solicit applications for new disciplinary Writing Fellows (DWF)

Term

Year 4: 2020-21
Term
Fall 2020

January 2021
Spring 2021

47

mmer 2021
•
•
Offer additional section of ENPG 3800 for Undergraduate Writing Fellows program
Assess QEP progress and prepare 2020-21 annual report

Summer 2022

r 5: 2021-22
rm
ll 2021
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Spring 2022

ring 2022

mmer 2022

Year 5: 2021-22
Term
Fall 2021

Activity
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two/semester)
• Administer 2021-22 faculty incentive grants for SWR courses
• Consult with faculty receiving 2020-21 spring incentive grants to develop SWR courses
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (revised); other graduate outreach
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee
• Administer 2021-22 faculty incentive grants for SWR courses
• Consult with faculty receiving 2021-22 fall incentive grants to develop SWR courses
• Solicit applications for new Undergraduate and Graduate Writing Fellows
• Offer additional section of ENPG 3800 for Undergraduate Writing Fellows
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (revised); other graduate outreach
• Administer the Student Experience in the Research University (SERU) survey [to report Fall 2022]
• Consult with faculty receiving 2021-22 spring incentive grants to develop SWR courses
• Assessment of FWR artifacts
• Assessment of SWR artifacts
• Assess QEP progress and prepare QEP Impact Report

Summer 2021

•
•

Offer additional section of ENPG 3800 for Undergraduate Writing Fellows program
Assess QEP progress and prepare 2020-21 annual report

Activity
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee (two/semester)
• Administer 2021-22 faculty incentive grants for SWR courses
• Consult with faculty receiving 2020-21 spring incentive grants to develop SWR courses
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (revised); other graduate outreach
• Meeting of QEP Oversight Committee
• Administer 2021-22 faculty incentive grants for SWR courses
• Consult with faculty receiving 2021-22 fall incentive grants to develop SWR courses
• Solicit applications for new Undergraduate and Graduate Writing Fellows
• Offer additional section of ENPG 3800 for Undergraduate Writing Fellows
• Implement Ignite writing workshop
• Implement TPT writing workshop (revised); other graduate outreach
• Administer the Student Experience in the Research University (SERU) survey [to report Fall 2022]
• Consult with faculty receiving 2021-22 spring incentive grants to develop SWR courses
• Assessment of FWR artifacts
• Assessment of SWR artifacts
• Assess QEP progress and prepare QEP Impact Report

APWP
VPAA

Responsibility
VPAA
DWAC
DWAC
CTE/DWAC
CTE/GAPA
VPAA
DWAC
DWAC
DWAC
APWP
CTE/DWAC
CTE/GAPA
IAS
DWAC
IAS
IAS
VPAA/IAS

APWP
VPAA

Responsibili
VPAA
DWAC
DWAC
CTE/DWAC
CTE/GAPA
VPAA
DWAC
DWAC
DWAC
APWP
CTE/DWAC
CTE/GAPA
IAS
DWAC
IAS
IAS
VPAA/IAS

Organizational Structure

The Executive Vice President and Provost is accountable for implementation of the QEP. The Provost has
charged the Vice Provost for Academic Affairs with the plan’s direct implementation and management. To
fulfill this charge the Vice Provost for Academic Affairs will:
§ Work directly and regularly with the undergraduate school deans to ensure support for the QEP,
including stability of financial and personnel (faculty and other instructor) resources.
§ Task the Assistant Vice Provost for Academic Affairs with providing QEP project management
support, monitoring scheduled progress in fulfilling objectives, and keeping the Vice Provost for
Academic Affairs fully informed.
§ Work directly and regularly with the Director of the Writing Program, the Director of the Center for
Teaching Excellence, and the Director of Institutional Assessment and Studies and individuals in
other units responsible for the execution of key strategies and initiatives. By keeping in close touch
with these key individuals, the Vice Provost for Academic Affairs will be able to identify and resolve
issues that surface during the course of the project and verify that associated resource allocations are
managed as required.
§ Work with the QEP Oversight Committee (see below) and the Communications Manager in the
Provost Office to develop and implement a campaign to communicate the objectives of the QEP
widely in order to reinforce the value of writing as a defining aspect of the undergraduate student
experience.
§ Provide regular updates on QEP implementation to the Provost, the deans of the undergraduate
schools, the President’s Executive Cabinet, the Academic Affairs Committee of the Faculty Senate,
and the Board of Visitor’s Academic and Student Life Committee.
§ With the QEP Oversight Committee, prepare the annual evaluation of the QEP, including
implementation progress, assessment findings, and subsequent decisions; results will be presented in
an annual report.
To ensure broad-based communication, understanding, and cooperation, the Provost appointed a QEP
Oversight Committee, chaired by the Vice Provost for Academic Affairs. Comprised of faculty from each of
the undergraduate schools and staff from departments that will assume a role in the implementation and
assessment of the planned strategies, the committee will monitor implementation progress, address
opportunities and challenges that surface, and recommend adjustments as needed (Figure 6.1). Representatives
from the Student Council Academic Affairs Committee also serve as members. The Assistant Vice Provost for
Academic Affairs will provide staff support to the committee. As needed, the Provost will appoint new
Committee members during the course of the QEP.
The first year of implementation will establish the institution-wide foundation for ratification of high standards
for student writing and the campaign to affirm writing as a defining attribute of the University’s culture. This
groundwork is essential to timely progress on initiatives described in Section V: Initiatives and Strategies.
During the 2017-18 academic year, John T. Casteen III, University Professor and Professor of English and
former University of Virginia president, will provide concrete leadership and direction on these two institutionwide undertakings and counsel on these matters to the Provost and Vice Provost for Academic Affairs. Mr.
Casteen will draw on his deep knowledge of the University to build on the work of the QEP Design Committee
and to lay that essential foundation:
§ First, he will lead discussions among faculty in the College of Arts and Sciences and the other
undergraduate schools to formulate and affirm standards that define second writing requirement
(SWR) courses. A key issue will also be addressed: how the SWR standards would be applied across
disparate disciplines and schools.
§ Second, his discussions with faculty across the eight schools will elicit ideas about actions or
decisions that could effectively and tangibly demonstrate the institution’s commitment to teaching
writing, identifying those that would reinforce excellence in teaching writing and/or mitigate barriers
to teaching writing. These discussions will inform the development of the wider campaign to
promote the institution’s “culture of writing,” in particular the message to encourage faculty
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participation and to educate students on the importance of writing as characteristic of the UVA
student experience.
These discussions will provide a critical foundation for the incoming Director of Writing Across the Curriculum
(WAC) to accomplish key outcomes and the overall goal consistent with the QEP time frame.
A search for the Director of WAC will be launched early fall 2017, with the goal of having the search completed
and the Director identified by January 2018. The hire of this critical role by early spring 2018 will make it
possible to engage the incoming Director in discussions regarding the direction of the QEP and allow the
director to be fully informed on implementation progress in order to “hit the ground running” in August 2018.
Mr. Casteen’s discussions with faculty also will inform the development of the wider campaign to promote the
institution’s “culture of writing” objectives, in particular the message to encourage faculty participation and to
educate students on the importance of writing as characteristic of the student experience.
Figure 6.1
Name
Archie Holmes

QEP Oversight Committee Membership
Affiliation
Vice Provost for Academic Affairs (chair)

Christina Morell

Associate Provost & Director, Institutional Assessment and Studies

James E. Seitz

Associate Professor and Director, Academic and Professional Writing Program

Siva Vaidhyanathan Robertson Professor of Modern Media Studies
Phil Trella

Associate Vice Provost & Director, Office of Graduate and Postdoctoral Affairs

Adriana Streifer

Assistant Director and Assistant Professor, Center for Teaching Excellence
Director, Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC)

Sarah Corse

Associate Professor of Sociology

Alison Levine

Associate Professor of French

Amanda K. Kibler

Associate Professor, Curry School of Education

Andy Pennock

Assistant Professor of Public Policy

Robert Patterson

Assistant Professor, McIntire School of Commerce

Sheila Crane

School of Architecture

Steven Levine

School of Continuing and Professional Studies

Kathryn Neeley

Associate Professor, School of Engineering and Applied Science

Ashley Hurst

Assistant Professor of Nursing

Sydney Bradley

Academic Affairs Committee (Student Council)

Umar Arshad

Academic Affairs Committee (Student Council)

Lois Myers

Associate Director, University Assessment Coordinator, IAS (ex-officio)

John T. Casteen

Former University President and Professor of English

Matt Banfield

Assistant Vice Provost for Academic Affairs (committee staff)
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QEP Organizational Structure
Executive Vice President and Provost

Vice Provost for
Academic
Programs; Chair
QEP Oversight
Committee

Vice Provost for
Faculty Affairs

Assistant Vice
Provost for
Academic
Affairs

Center for
Teaching
Excellence*

QEP Oversight Committee
(17 Unit Reps)
Seven new
faculty
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Assistant Vice
President for
Graduate
Studies*

Department of English

Writing Center
Associate
Provost.
Director IAS*
Peer Mentors

IAS Analysts

(3)

Dean of the
Libraries*

School Deans

Associate
Director,
University
Assessment
Coordinator*

* QEP Oversight Committee Member/Representation
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Director,
Academic and
Professional
Writing
Program*

Director,
Writing Across
the
Curriculum*

College of Arts
and
Sciences*

Curry School
of Education*

McIntire
School of
Commerce*

School of
Architecture*

School of
Continuing
and
Professional
Studies*

School of
Engineering
and Applied
Science*

School of
Leadership
and Public
Policy*

School of
Nursing*

Three New
Fellows

Resources
The proposed budget addresses start-up and initial operational costs to implement the identified initiatives and
strategies and accounts for the phasing in of expenditures in the operational budgets of schools (e.g., College
of Arts and Sciences, Engineering) or administrative units (e.g., Provost Office, Institutional Assessment and
Studies) as needed. All hiring estimates reflect input from the schools and are based on comparable positions.
Proposed allocations for online portfolios and web resources are informed by current contracts (e.g., College’s
pilot of Digication) and ITS hourly rates. Finally, “other than personnel services” (OTPS) estimates are
informed by current costs. Additional budget notes are provided below. The funds to support the proposed
five-year budget and contingency funds to manage unexpected issues that may surface as part of an iterative
planning process have been committed by the President.
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Figure 6.2 QEP Budget
Figure 6.2 QEP Budget Activity
Activity
1a. Faculty Seminar Grants
(J-Term)

17-18
17-18
$20,000
$20,000
$1,000
$1,000

18-19
18-19
$20,000
$20,000
$1,000
$1,000

19-20
19-20
$20,000
$20,000
$1,000
$1,000

20-21
20-21
$20,000
$20,000
$1,000
$1,000

21-22
21-22
$20,000
$20,000
$1,000
$1,000

$2,500
$2,500

$5,000
$5,000

$5,000
$5,000

$5,000
$5,000

$5,000
$5,000

$41,925
$41,925
$7,000
$7,000

$83,070
$83,070
$4,000
$4,000

$83,070
$83,070
$4,000
$4,000

$83,070
$83,070
$4,000
$4,000

$83,070
$83,070
$4,000
$4,000

$1,000
$1,000

$1,000
$1,000

$1,000
$1,000

$1,000
$1,000

$1,000
$1,000

$5,000
$5,000

$10,000
$10,000

$10,000
$10,000

$10,000
$10,000

$79,484
$79,484

$87,407
$87,407

$95,567
$95,567

$103,972
$103,972

$30,000
$30,000

$30,000
$30,000

$30,000
$30,000

$172,530
$172,530

$172,530
$172,530

$172,530
$172,530

9a. Digication
9a.
9b. Digication
Digication HR support
9b. Digication HR support

$50,000
$50,000
$25,000
$25,000

$50,000
$50,000
$25,000
$25,000

$50,000
$50,000
$25,000
$25,000

10. Web Resources (WAC)
10. Web Resources (WAC)

$6,375
$6,375

$6,375
$6,375

1a.
Faculty Seminar
Seminar Grants
Grants (J-Term)
(J-Term) - OTPS
1b. Faculty
1b. Faculty Seminar Grants (J-Term) - OTPS
2. Graduate Seminar - TPT (OTPS)
2. Graduate Seminar - TPT (OTPS)
3a. Director, WAC
3a.
3b. Director,
Director, WAC
WAC OTPS
3b. Director, WAC OTPS
4. New Orientation Ignite OTPS
4. New Orientation Ignite OTPS
5. Writing Center Fellows (undergrad; grad) and
5.
Writing Center
ENPG3800
fundingFellows (undergrad; grad) and
ENPG3800 funding
6. FWR Faculty (College of Arts and Sciences)
6. FWR Faculty (College of Arts and Sciences)

$71,792
$71,792

7. SWR Faculty Incentives
7. SWR Faculty Incentives
8. Engineering Teaching Fellows
8. Engineering Teaching Fellows

$86,265
$86,265

$172,530
$172,530

11. Evaluators (Faculty/GTAs) for Assessment Rubrics
11. Evaluators (Faculty/GTAs) for Assessment Rubrics

$30,000
$30,000

$30,000
$30,000

12. Departmental Incentives - Competency
12.
Departmental Incentives - Competency
Assessments
Assessments

$30,000
$30,000

$30,000
$30,000

13. Other Support (e.g., Training, Travel)
13. Other Support (e.g., Training, Travel) Total Per Year
Total Per Year
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$10,000
$10,000
$241,482
$241,482

$10,000
$10,000
$381,084
$381,084

$10,000
$10,000
$10,000
$10,000
$10,000
$10,000
$565,382 $513,542 $575,572
$565,382
$575,572
Total for $513,542
All Years: $2,277,062
Total for All Years: $2,277,062

Budget Notes
1a.

•
•

1b.

•

2.

•

3a.

•

3b.

•
•

4.

•

5.

•

6.

•

Based on current $2,000 incentive provided to faculty who participate in the Faculty Seminar in the
Teaching of Writing.
Target enrollment: 10 faulty per J-Term program ($200/faculty stipend). J-Term takes place at the
start of the calendar year for 10 days (e.g. 1/3/-1/13/17)
Anticipated “Other Than Personnel Expenses” (OTPS) include: food (all day sessions); materials; space
fees (e.g., technology); and other supplies.
Estimate to cover additional expenses beyond those budgeted by CTE for this existing program.
Anticipated potential expenses include space fees (to reserve rooms); supplies; food; and materials.
Estimate based on a starting salary (to be adjusted; covered for current contingency budget) of
$75,000 for a non-tenure track academic faculty at a 27.8% fringe rate. The $75,000 base is above the
lower reference as match to an Academic Program Director based on a market match to that Job Title
: http://www.hr.virginia.edu/job/empview/543
The salary is prorated in year one due to anticipated hire date (spring 2018).
The OTPS assumes moving costs and office set up (e.g., furniture; computer) for year one (AY17-18);
then on-going positions costs (e.g., computer, phone, professional development) for AY17-18
consistent with general budgeted amounts.
Estimate to cover additional expenses beyond those already budgeted by CTE for existing rooms,
supplies, food, and materials.
Initial estimate to support additional tutors and/or increase in hourly rates and/or additional hours for
current tutors and engage more students in ENPG 3800. The current hourly rate for undergraduate
tutors is $12/hour; for graduate it is $14. The Provost Office approved an initial budget of $6,500/AY
to support the peer tutoring program. The additional $10,000 per year (adjusted in first-year to allow
from completion of ENPG 3800), should allow for a combination of ~20 tutors each tutoring 2-3
hours/week from departments beyond English.
Based on a specific request from the College of Arts and Sciences consistent with its budget planning
over five years for seven positions. In late fall 2015, the College had established that the full
implementation of the FWR would require seven full time Assistant Professor, General Faculty, each
teaching 3+3. The College had authorized searches for three of them to start in August in 2017,
planning to cover the remaining with one-lectures or postdocs and build to capacity over a couple of
years. The QEP match below would accelerate the hiring of 3y Assistant Professor, GF, so as to assure
high-quality teaching, hence QEP funding. See detailed match request below.
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College of Arts and Sciences - Requested QEP Match
5 year projection

FB Rate
27.8%

Total Sal

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

50,000

13,900

63,900

191,700

197,451

203,375

209,476

215,760

1 year Lecturer
Assistant
Professors

36,000

10,008

46,008

184,032

50,000

13,900

63,900

255,600

263,268

271,166

279,301

287,680

1 year Lecturer
Assistant
Professors

36,000

10,008

46,008

138,024

50,000

13,900

63,900

319,500

329,085

338,958

349,126

359,600

1 year Lecturer
Assistant
Professors

36,000

10,008

46,008

92,016

50,000

13,900

63,900

383,400

394,902

406,749

418,952

431,520

36,000

10,008

46,008

46,008

7

1 year Lecturer
Assistant
Professors

50,000

13,900

63,900

447,300

460,719

474,541

488,777

503,440

0

1 year Lecturer

36,000

10,008

46,008

-

3
4
4
3
5
2
6
1

Assistant
Professors

7.

•

8.

•

9a.

•

9b.

•

10.

•

11.

•

12.

•

13.

•

Salary

Year 4

Year 5

Total initial pool set aside to support requests from faculty to participate in professional development
opportunities that align with SWR objectives. Estimated grant award will range from $1,000-$1,500
(40 faculty) depending on the nature of the request.
Based on a specific request from Engineering for $45,000 plus 27.8% in fringes for three teaching
fellows consistent with Engineering’s budget planning for the next five year. Year one assumes some
potential for hiring in AY17-18
Estimate based on current $10/head estimate from Digication. Assumes 4,500 students. This cost
may be reduced depending on the number of users.
Based on $65/hour; 10 hours/week; 40 weeks/year to provide technical support. Support required for
Digication includes faculty training, development of resources, and technical support. The proposed
amount is set on the higher IT rate. Additional support (e.g., Graduate Assistant) may be required.
To create a new web site based on 150 hours; $85/hour Information Technology Systems web
development rates across two fiscal years.
To contract with faculty and/or graduate students to complete artifact assessments. Based on an
hourly rate of $50/faculty; $25/graduate students. Anticipate requiring ~70 reviewers to manage
total number of papers. If all reviewers are faculty, estimated cost (6 hour per faculty) is $21,000.
Budget also assumes cost of supplies and food per session (1 session per program; 15 programs).
To provide $2,000 in incentive support (e.g., professional development) to the 15 departments that
participate in competency assessments.
To plan for general, unanticipated QEP operational needs.
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VII. ASSESSMENT
AND EVALUATION
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VII. ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION
Overview
The assessment plan focuses on program implementation outcomes and on substantive learning outcomes in
order to:
§
§
§

Provide formative information useful for guiding the ongoing implementation of the multiple
initiatives;
Document progress and achievements throughout the course of the QEP; and
Demonstrate how well the QEP institutional goal and objectives have been achieved.

To accomplish the planned assessments, the University will rely on four major types of information:
1. Descriptive: What initiatives were implemented and when, including participation, enrollment, and
use. These basic descriptive measures can yield important information about demand, supply, access,
marketing, and barriers to participation.
2. Indirect measures: Faculty and student surveys will provide information on participant perceptions,
satisfaction, experiences, and self-assessments. The University has a solid baseline (2012-2016) of
student survey information from the Student Experience in the Research University (SERU) survey,
including student reports on writing instruction and self-assessments of writing proficiency. Faculty
participating in the pedagogical training seminars and workshops will complete surveys regarding
their experience, confidence, and satisfaction.
3. Direct measures: Rubric-based assessment of student writing by trained reviewers will document
areas of strength and weakness by student year and discipline. The University already has experience
conducting large-scale, rubric-based assessments of student writing, the most recent in 2015. As a
pre-QEP measure, this assessment will serve as a baseline for comparison with students’ writing
proficiency once QEP initiatives are underway.
4. Qualitative: As a multi-faceted endeavor with numerous inter-related parts, the QEP will benefit
from ongoing reflection by faculty and administrators on implementation and challenges
encountered. What worked well? Where did unanticipated challenges arise? How were those
challenges addressed? Reflections may take the form of focus groups, surveys, or portfolio
submissions. These reflections will be compiled in the annual report.
The Office of Institutional Assessment and Studies (IAS), in collaboration with the QEP Oversight Committee,
the Center for Teaching Excellence (CTE), and the undergraduate schools will coordinate, manage, and execute
the assessment plan.
The mission of IAS is to contribute to informed decision-making throughout the University. To do so, IAS:
§
§
§
§

Supports and conducts data collection and analyses to support student success and other critical
institutional objectives;
Connects the University to reliable data;
Identifies, applies, and integrates data appropriate to the topic at hand; and
Provides insightful data analysis, interpretation and reporting

IAS will manage the administration of the SERU survey and the rubric-based writing competency assessment,
integrating the latter with the assessment requirements of the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia
(SCHEV). IAS has managed administration and analysis of SERU survey results since 2012 and will incorporate
QEP SERU data needs into its existing reporting processes. IAS will consult with the Director of Writing
Across the Curriculum, the schools, and CTE to modify or establish and administer indirect assessment
instruments as needed. Finally, IAS will analyze and review assessment results, prepare reports, and submit
them to the QEP Oversight Committee for interpretation and identification of areas for improvement, if any.
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Institutional Goal and Objectives to Be Assessed

The overall goal of the QEP is to enhance the culture of writing at the University. Three objectives support
that goal, all of which will be the subject of a multidimensional assessment throughout the course of the QEP:
1. The University will provide increased pedagogical support for faculty and students with respect to
writing instruction. As a result and as the “face” of the culture of writing, we expect that faculty
across the disciplines will teach writing regularly and well, hold high standards for student written
work, and engage in well-informed practices to help students meet those standards.
2. The University will provide a wider range of inquiry-based writing opportunities for students. As a
result, we expect that undergraduate students will demonstrate proficiency, if not high proficiency, as
writers.
3. The University will provide adequate infrastructure to support writing instruction. As a result, digital
portfolio and other potential platforms will be evaluated for their potential to support faculty
instruction in writing and the student experience in writing, and implemented as appropriate.
The “proof of the pudding” for this QEP lies in the intended improvement in quality and availability of
instruction, student proficiency in writing, and contribution of added infrastructure. These will be assessed by
gathering and analyzing data on outcome measures, especially learning outcomes. A fuller description for each
follows below.
Essential to success, however, the planned initiatives and strategies need to be implemented and assessed.
Faculty will need access to effective instruction in writing pedagogy; students will need access to instructors,
tutors, and courses that emphasize and support inquiry-based writing; electronic infrastructure will need to be
made available to support both instruction and learning. These supporting initiatives and strategies will be
assessed by gathering and analyzing program outcome measures, such as participation in courses or workshops,
promulgation of SWR requirements, and electronic portfolio testing. A description of these assessment plans
is detailed in Section III: Strategies.
This section states the outcomes to be assessed and describes for each outcome the sources of data to be
collected and analyzed, management responsibility, and the timelines for completion. Analysis will take into
account key student demographics including gender, ethnicity, transfer, and first-generation status.
Institutional Goal: Assessment – Writing Culture
Writing Culture Outcomes:

Data sources

The University will design and implement a
campaign to highlight the value of writing as
essential to its mission of developing
responsible citizen leaders and professionals
and to advancing, preserving, and
disseminating knowledge. The primary
target audience will be prospective and
current undergraduate students.

Descriptive:
Activity record,
qualitative
description

Undergraduate students will be more likely
to report that:
1) they were offered useful writing
instruction
2) writing helped them think critically
3) faculty provided prompt and useful
feedback

Indirect: SERU
survey

Management:
Assmt
Oversight
Committee

Timelines
Fall 2018:
Analysis of plan
requirement
Spring 2019:
Launch
Annual for
duration of QEP
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IAS

Formative:
Spring 2018
Spring 2020
Spring 2022

Writing Culture Outcomes:
4) they saw an increase in amount of
writing assigned this term vs. last
term
Undergraduate students will be more likely
to:
1) characterize themselves as
proficient or strong writers
2) characterize their attitude toward
writing as positive
3) view writing as highly important to
their expected career after
graduation
4) view writing as highly important to
their personal/public (non-career)
life after graduation
Undergraduate students will report greater
agreement with statement(s) re: UVA
valuing writing/existence of writing culture
(questions to be developed Summer 2017).
Faculty will report greater agreement with
statement(s) re: UVA valuing
writing/existence of writing culture
(questions to be developed Summer 2017).

Data sources

Management:
Assmt

Timelines

Indirect: SERU
survey

IAS

Formative:
Spring 2018
Spring 2020
Spring 2022

Indirect: SERU
survey

IAS

Indirect: Faculty
survey

IAS; Writing
Program
Director; QEP
Oversight
Committee;
CTE

Formative:
Spring 2018
Spring 2020
Spring 2022
Spring 2018
(baseline)
Spring 2020
Spring 2022

Institutional Objective: Assessment – Writing Instruction
Writing Instruction Outcomes:
Faculty will:
1) characterize their attitude toward
teaching writing as positive
(range=avoid to enjoy)
2) characterize themselves as strong
teachers of writing
3) view writing as highly important to
their professional work
4) view writing as highly important to
their personal/public (non-career)
life
Number and disciplinary diversity of Writing
Center tutors will increase.

Data sources
Indirect: Faculty
survey

Descriptive:
Writing Fellows
(tutors) counts,
home dept.
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Management:
Assmt
IAS; Writing
Program
Director; QEP
Oversight
Committee

Writing
Center
Director; IAS

Timelines
Spring 2018
(baseline)
Spring 2020
Spring 2022

Spring 2018
(baseline)
Spring 2020
Spring 2022

Institutional Objective: Assessment - Student Learning
Student Learning Outcomes
Students will:
1) clearly state the context and
purpose for writing appropriate to
the audience
2) develop their ideas/argument by
analyzing content, leading the
reader to logical conclusions
3) use credible, relevant sources to
support their ideas and argument
4) organize their paper according to
genre and disciplinary conventions
for writing in the academic field
5) use language and grammar that
clearly communicate meaning to
readers
Students will be more likely to self-assess
their current writing ability at higher levels
than students did pre: QEP.
Students will be more likely to:
1) characterize themselves as
proficient or strong writers
2) characterize their attitude toward
writing as positive
3) view writing as highly important to
their expected career after
graduation
4) view writing as highly important to
their personal/public (non-career)
life after graduation
5) characterize their ability to employ
multiple strategies—e.g., brainstorm
ideas, research, draft, seek
feedback, revise, and edit—to
complete a writing task

Data Sources
Direct: Rubricbased
assessment of
learning
artifacts
(student papers,
writing samples
submitted as
coursework)

Indirect: SERU
surveyresponses to
selected
questions

Management:
Assmt
IAS with
Writing
Program
Director;
deans of
schools

Timelines
Formative:
FWR:
Spring 2019
SWR:
Spring 2020
Summative:
Spring 2022

IAS

Spring 2018
Spring 2020
Spring 2022

Students will be more likely to report that
writing helps them think critically than
students did pre: QEP.
The direct assessment learning outcomes correspond to those adopted for the Undergraduate Writing
Competency Assessment in 2014-15. Each of the five outcomes is addressed via rubric. Rubric text for each of
the five individual outcomes can be modified to reflect particular disciplinary genres. The expectations for
student performance on the assessment of writing proficiency are as follows:
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Figure 7.1 Benchmarks
Targets: % of student papers
assessed
50%
90%
100%
0%

Proficiency/Competence
Highly proficient
Proficient or better
Competent or better
Not competent

These learning outcomes reflect both the AAC&U VALUE Rubric for Written Communication18 and the
Council of Writing Program Administrators (WPA) objectives for writing instruction19. Mapping the student
learning outcomes onto the WPA objectives for writing instruction reveals substantial agreement:
WPA objectives of writing pedagogy –
Writing experiences will foster students’:
Rhetorical knowledge: ability to analyze and act on
understandings of audiences, purposes, and
contexts in creating and comprehending texts
Critical thinking: Ability to analyze a situation or text
and make thoughtful decisions based on that
analysis, through writing, reading, and research
Writing processes – use multiple strategies to
approach and undertake writing and research
Knowledge of conventions: Knowledge of the formal
and informal guidelines that define what is
considered to be correct and appropriate, or
incorrect and inappropriate, in a piece of writing
Ability to compose in multiple environments – from
traditional pen and paper to electronic technologies

Writing competency (AAC&U) outcomesStudents at UVA will be able to:
Clearly state the context and purpose for writing
appropriate to the audience.
Develop their ideas/argument by analyzing
content, leading the reader to logical conclusions
Use credible, relevant sources to support their
ideas and argument.
Organize their paper according to genre and
disciplinary conventions for writing in the
academic field.
Use language and grammar that clearly
communicate meaning to readers

Institutional Objective: Assessment – Infrastructure
Infrastructure Outcome
The University will evaluate the
functionality of Digication (an
electronic portfolio tool) and
Calibrated Peer Review (an online
peer review tool) for use in the
classroom.

18
19

Data Sources
Descriptive:
Activity record

Management:
Assmt
Dean’s Office,
College of Arts and
Sciences; CTE

Timeline
Evaluation results
Fall 2018 and 2019;
Annual for duration
of QEP

See www.aacu.org/value/rubrics/written-communication
See http://wpacouncil.org/files/framework-for-success-postsecondary-writing.pdf
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Strategies (Inputs)

To achieve the core institutional QEP goal, the three interdependent objectives —pedagogical, curricular, and
infrastructural—must be met. As described in Section V of the QEP, all strategies and initiatives that fall under
these three objectives need to be assessed throughout the QEP to assure that the strategies and initiatives are
implemented successfully.
Assessments will focus on both program implementation outcomes and on faculty and student learning
outcomes, which are specified below for each objective. Analysis will take into account key student
demographics including gender, ethnicity, transfer, and first-generation status.
Figure 7.2 QEP Assessment Plan: Strategies

§
DESCRIPTIVE

§
§

INDIRECT

DIRECT

§
§
§
§
§

Pedagogical Support
Number of seminar
participants
Number of peer tutor
encounters
Number of consultations
(Director WAC)
SERU student survey
Peer tutoring feedback
Faculty survey
Faculty confidence scale
Rubric-based assessment
of Faculty Seminar in the
Teaching of Writing and
SWR syllabi and
assignments

Curriculum
§
§
§

FWR choices
SWRs revised
Description of new
SWR courses

§

SERU student
survey

§

Formative
assessment in FWR
and SWR courses
Summative
assessment of
FWR, SWR, and 4th
year student
writing in all
schools

§
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Infrastructure
§
§

Number of users
Number of website
hits

§

User feedback

Pedagogical: Improving instructors’ ability to teach students to write well is the lynchpin of the QEP.
Instructors—faculty and graduate teaching assistants—need to have the opportunity to learn and apply best
practices for teaching students to write. Student writing tutors need to learn and apply theories of writing and
practices of tutoring.

Pedagogy Training Program Outcomes

Data source

Management:
Assmt
Writing Program
Director; DWAC;
IAS
CTE; IAS

At least 140 faculty will have participated in the
Faculty Seminar in the Teaching of Writing.

Descriptive

The Center for Teaching Excellence will offer
instruction in writing pedagogy through various
programs and events, e.g., Tomorrow’s Professor
Today, Ignite, and/or other workshops.
The Writing Center will launch a disciplinary
Writing Fellows Program.
Student demand for the Tutoring Peer Writers
course (ENPG 3800) will increase over the 5 years.

Descriptive

The disciplinary diversity of students taking the
Tutoring Peer Writers course (ENPG 3800) will
increase over the 5 years.
The number of instructor/academic program
consultations provided by the Director of Writing
Across the Curriculum will increase over the term
of the QEP.
Faculty will report confidence in their ability to
teaching writing.

Descriptive

Writing Center
Director; IAS

Descriptive

DWAC; IAS

Indirect:
Confidence
Scale

CTE; IAS

Undergraduate students will be more likely to
report that:
1) they were offered useful writing
instruction
2) writing helped them think critically
3) faculty provided prompt and useful
feedback
they experienced an increase in the
amount of writing assigned this term vs.
last term

Indirect:
SERU survey

IAS
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Descriptive
Descriptive

Writing Center
Director; IAS
Writing Center
Director; IAS

Timeline
AY17-18
(start)
Annual
AY17-18
(start)
Annual
Fall 2018
Spring 2019
(start)
Annual
AY17-18
(start)
Annual
AY18-19
(start)
Annual
Spring 2018
(baseline)
Spring 2020
Spring 2022
Spring 2018
Spring 2020
Spring 2022

Curricular: In the College of Arts and Sciences, students need access to a sufficient capacity and range of welldesigned writing intensive courses. First, the First Writing Requirement (FWR) courses need to be funded,
staffed by skilled instructors, and managed so that all first-year students required to take the courses have the
opportunity to do so. In addition, the requirements for designation as Second Writing Requirement (SWR)
courses need to be revised to include best practices in writing pedagogy. Existing SWR courses need to be
assessed against the new criteria that will be considered by the College’s Committee on Educational Policy and
Curriculum (CEPC), and revised or replaced if lacking. Finally, proposed SWR courses need to meet the criteria
for best practices in teaching writing in order to be so designated.

Curricular Improvement Program Outcomes

Data sources

All first-year students (except Echols) enroll in
a FWR course.
Seminar in the Teaching of Writing
participants’ artifacts incorporate
recommended instructional approaches (e.g.,
in-class writing activities, peer feedback,
multiple opportunities to write and revise)
The CEPC promulgates criteria for SWR
courses.

Descriptive

The SWR Development Grants Program is
launched, including grant-making guidelines,
application procedures, follow-up protocol.
SWR courses are in compliance with writing
requirements.
SEAS: Three Fellows for the STS 4500/4600
sequence are in place.

Descriptive

Commerce: COMM 3040 new communications
curriculum is instituted.

Descriptive

Curry: Youth and Social Innovation program
announces writing requirements for students.

Descriptive

Architecture: ARH 2500, a new elective course,
is offered.
Architecture: ARCH 1020, a required course,
requires writing assignments.
SCPS: Student demand for BIS Writing Center
support increases over the 5 years.

Descriptive

Management:
Timelines
Assmt
IAS
Annual

Direct: Rubricbased assessment

DirectorWriting
Program; IAS

Annual

Descriptive

Dean’s Office;
College of
Arts and
Sciences
DWAC; IAS

AY18-19

DWAC; IAS

Annual
inventory
Fall 2018

Direct: Rubricbased assessment
Descriptive

Descriptive
Descriptive
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Dean’s office,
School of
Engineering
and Applied
Science; IAS
Dean’s Office,
McIntire
School of
Commerce;
IAS
Dean’s Office,
Curry School
of Education;
IAS
Dean’s Office,
School of
Architecture;
IAS
Dean’s Office,
SCPS; IAS

Fall 2018

Spring 2017

Spring 2018

Annual
Annual
Annual

Curricular Improvement Program Outcomes

Data sources

Nursing: Student demand for SON Writing
Center support increases over the five years.

Descriptive

Undergraduate students report higher
frequencies re:
1) being offered useful writing instruction
2) faculty providing prompt and useful
feedback

Indirect: SERU
survey

Management:
Timelines
Assmt
Dean’s Office, Annual
School of
Nursing; IAS
IAS
Spring 2018
Spring 2020
Spring 2022

Infrastructural: Both instructors and students need access to resources that facilitate and enable the process
of writing. Digital portfolios and online peer review tools may provide vehicles for facilitating writing and peer
review over time.
Infrastructure Program Outcomes
Evaluation of e-portfolio tools yields
useful information for decision-making.
Online resources for instructors and for
students are accessed increasingly over
the five years.
Users express satisfaction with the
resources.
Increasing numbers of students employ eportfolios to collect and reflect on their
writing.
Evaluation of Calibrated Peer Review
yields useful information for decisionmaking

Data sources
Descriptive

Management:
Assmt

Descriptive
Indirect:
Instructor and
student surveys
Descriptive
Indirect:
Instructor and
student surveys
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Dean’s Office,
College of Arts
and Sciences;
IAS

Timelines
Spring 2018
(pilot)
Annual
Annual
Annual
Spring 2019

Institutional Assessment: Approach to Work
As referenced, direct assessment—formative (multiple years) and summative (2021-2022 academic year)—will
be employed to evaluate the effectiveness of pedagogical support and curricular changes on course syllabi and
assignments and on student proficiency in writing.
Course syllabi: SWR course syllabi and course syllabi that emerge from the Seminar on the Teaching
of Writing will be assessed by reviewers trained to apply a rubric that addresses the learning
objectives re: writing, clarity and scaffolding of writing assignments, frequency of opportunities for
feedback on writing and revisions, use of peer feedback on writing, and support for students. While
the rubric will be modeled after the CTE learning-focused syllabus rubric, it will be revised to focus
specifically on student writing.
Assignments: Select SWR course assignments and course assignments that emerge from the Seminar
on the Teaching of Writing will be assessed by reviewers trained to apply a rubric that addresses
clarity of the assignments re: link to learning goal; expectations re: scope, length, formatting,
documentation, research required (if), and grading; student expectations for feedback (peer or
instructor); and deadlines.
Student writing: Direct assessment of student writing artifacts, including sampling, reviewer
recruitment, training and norming; data collection and reporting will mirror that employed in the
2014-2015 University assessment of student written communication. Reviewers will be trained to
apply rubrics for each learning outcome to a sample of student writing artifacts.
Direct Assessments of Pedagogical Strategies
1. SWR Syllabi and Syllabi Emerging from the Faculty Seminars - Collection and Assessment:
Once the Committee on Educational Policy and the Curriculum (CEPC) in the College of Arts and Sciences
adopts new requirements for SWR courses, all SWR syllabi will be collected as they are approved by the CEPC.
In addition, as instructors complete the Faculty Seminar in the Teaching of Writing, the syllabi that the
participants develop will be collected by the seminar leaders and delivered to IAS. IAS will collect the syllabi,
recruit Writing Program faculty to assess the syllabi, and schedule assessment workshop dates/times each
semester. The workshops will be led by the Director or Associate Director of the Writing Program or their
designee. Responsible for managing the logistics, IAS will:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.

set up the norming process
record topics of disagreement or confusion that may emerge during the norming process
provide copies of syllabi and the Writing Syllabus Rubric for the assessments
ensure that each syllabus is assessed by at least two raters (and by a third if the first two
ratings differ substantially), and
monitor completed rubrics for differences in results.
facilitate evaluator compensation (by the hour on an overload basis)

IAS will analyze the rubric results and provide a report each semester and each year. Reports will include
information on inter-rater reliability and rubric performance.
2. Writing Assignments - Collection and Assessment:
As instructors complete the Faculty Seminar in the Teaching of Writing, the writing assignments that the
participants developed will be collected by the seminar leaders and delivered to IAS. IAS will recruit Writing
Program faculty to assess the assignments and schedule assessment workshop dates/times each semester. The
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workshops will be led by the Director or Associate Director of the Writing Program or their designee. IAS will
manage the logistics, including:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

set up the norming process
record topics of disagreement or confusion that may emerge during the norming process
provide copies of syllabi and the Writing Assignment Rubric for the assessments
ensure that each syllabus is assessed by at least two raters (and by a third if the first two ratings
differ substantially), and
monitor completed rubrics for differences in results.
facilitate evaluator compensation (by the hour on an overload basis)

v.
vi.

IAS will analyze the rubric results and provide a report for each Seminar and each year. Reports will include
information on inter-rater reliability and rubric performance.
The remainder of this document will focus on the University’s approach to direct assessment of student
writing—first, the summative assessments in AY21-22, and second, the formative assessments in AY18-19 and
AY20-21.
Summative Direct Assessments of Student Writing: Fall 2021- Spring 2022
1. Student Artifacts - Collection and Sampling:
Student papers will be elicited from designated courses. IAS will provide notes on the courses that were the
source of student papers for the 2015 assessment.
§

First Writing Requirement (FWR)
FWR courses
College

ENWR 1505/6,
1507/8, 1510,
ENCW/ENLT/ENWRAdvanced

Sampling plan
Stratified
random sample
of student
papers based
on ENWR
course type
and volume
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Artifact
Collection
Fall 2021 and
Spring 2022

Assessed in 2015:
1st year students
65 papers from
ENWR 1505/6
and 1510

§

Fourth-year student writing (reflects FWR + Second Writing Requirement [SWR] initiatives):
Courses taken by
4th year students
Architecture

Batten

To be determined:
e.g.,
• Urban/Envir
PlanningPLAN 3860
• Arch
Historythesis
PPOL 4991
Capstone projects

BIS

Capstone projects

Commerce

Commerce:
COMM 3040
course
submissions
To be determined:
Fourth Year
courses by
department

College

Curry

Youth/Social
Innovation: EDHS
2950; EDLF 4000

Nursing

To be determined:
e.g., NUIP 2310,
NUCO 4420

SEAS

STS 4500-4600

Sampling plan

Artifact
Collection

Assessed in
2015:
th
4 year students
18 papers from:
PLAN 3860

Random sample
of student papers
from designated
courses

Spring 2022

Random sample
of capstone
projects
Random sample
of capstone
projects.
Random sample
of student papers
from COMM
3040
Stratified random
sample of
student papers
from designated
departments/cou
rses
Random sample
of student papers
from designated
courses
Random sample
of student papers
from designated
courses
Random sample
of student STS
theses

Spring 2022

13 capstone
team projects

Spring 2022

11 capstone
projects

Spring 2022

36 papers from
COMM 4640,
4641, and 4643

Fall 2021 and
Spring 2022

199 papers from
courses in 7
programs

Spring 2022

20 papers from
EDHS 5020
(Communication
Disorders)
35 papers from
NUCO 4600
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Fall 2021
and/or Spring
2022
Spring 2022

93 STS thesis
projects

2. Ensuring Validity and Reliability - Evaluator Recruitment, Review of Rubric, Training, and
Calibration:
IAS will use the same process it uses for the competency assessments:
Recruiting: IAS will request that the Chair/Director or his/her designee invite evaluators to
participate. IAS will schedule assessment workshop dates/times to maximize participation and ensure
that the work is accomplished without exhausting the evaluators (workshops are generally no longer
than 6 hours, with a break for lunch). Training will be provided by the University Coordinator for
Assessment (see below). Evaluators will be compensated by the hour on an overload basis.
Rubric: The assessment will employ the rubrics shown below. Each program in the assessment can
adjust the wording in the cells to reflect disciplinary conventions or expectations. However, the four
levels of proficiency will be maintained.
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Exhibit 7.3 Rubrics: Written Communication
Paper #__________________

Reviewer ________________

Rubric/Outcome #1: Students will clearly state the context and purpose for writing appropriate to the
audience.
Performance criteria
•
Clarity of
purpose vis a vis
audience
•
Consideration of
context

Highly Proficient
Demonstrates a thorough
understanding of
pertinent context and
purpose that is responsive
to the audience

Proficient
Demonstrates adequate
consideration of context
and purpose in light of
the audience

Competent
Demonstrates awareness
of context and purpose,
with some awareness of
audience’s perceptions
and assumptions.

Minimally Competent
Demonstrates minimal
attention to context,
purpose, and audience.

Rubric/Outcome #2: Students will develop their ideas/argument by analyzing content, leading the
reader to logical conclusions.
Performance criteria
•
•
•

Central idea(s)
developed
Relevance of
content
Logical structure

Highly Proficient
Uses appropriate, relevant,
and compelling content
within a coherent logical
structure to convey the
writer’s ideas, argument or
understanding.

Proficient
Uses appropriate,
relevant, and compelling
content and logical
structure to support
ideas and/or shape an
argument.

Competent
Uses appropriate and
relevant content and
logical structure to
develop and support
ideas and/or argument
through most of the
work.

Minimally Competent
Uses appropriate and
relevant content to
develop simple ideas in
some parts of the work.

Rubric/Outcome #3: Students will use credible, relevant sources to support their ideas and argument
Performance criteria

•
•

Use of sources
Evaluation of
sources

Highly Proficient
Demonstrates skillful use
of high quality, credible,
relevant sources to
develop ideas; evaluates
evidence re: relevance,
validity

Proficient
Demonstrates consistent
use of credible, relevant
sources to support ideas;
questions quality of some
evidence

Competent
Demonstrates an
attempt to use credible
and/or relevant sources
to support ideas;
acknowledges quality of
evidence

Minimally Competent
Demonstrates an
attempt to use sources
to support ideas; does
not address quality of
evidence

Rubric/Outcome #4: Students will organize their paper according to genre and disciplinary
conventions for writing in the academic field.

Performance criteria
Organizational
structure
•
Genre/disciplinary
conventions used
•
Format
•

Highly Proficient
Demonstrates detailed
attention to conventions
particular to the discipline
and/or writing task(s)
including organization,
content, presentation,
formatting, and stylistic
choices.

Proficient
Demonstrates consistent
use of important
conventions particular to
the discipline and/or
writing task(s), including
organization, content,
presentation, and stylistic
choices.

Competent
Follows expectations
appropriate to the
discipline and/or
writing task(s) for basic
organization, content,
and presentation.

Minimally Competent
Attempts to use a
consistent system for
basic organization and
presentation.

Rubric/Outcome #5: Students will use language and grammar that clearly communicate meaning to
readers
•
•
•

Performance criteria
Use of vocabulary
Sentence structure
Punctuation

Highly Proficient
Uses graceful language
that skillfully
communicates meaning
to readers with clarity and
fluency, and is virtually
error-free.

Proficient
Uses straightforward
language that conveys
meaning to readers. The
language has few errors.
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Competent
Uses language that
generally conveys
meaning to readers
with clarity, although
writing may include
some errors.

Minimally Competent
Uses language that
sometimes impedes
meaning because of
errors in usage.

3. Training and Norming:
Consistent with effective past practices, assessment workshops will be held separately for each
program/discipline. The workshops will take place late in spring term or shortly after graduation (i.e., midApril-late May). Evaluators in each workshop will receive the rubrics ahead of time to review. Adjustments,
clarifications, or confirmation of wording will be discussed and agreed upon before applying the rubrics. After
the discussion of the rubrics, the norming process will begin:
i.
ii.
iii.

Each reviewer independently reads and assesses the same student paper by applying the
rubrics.
Reviewers then reveal and discuss their ratings for each outcome and come to an agreement
about how to apply the standards.
If consensus is lacking, reviewers discuss differences and ratings and come to an agreement
about how apply the standards. Reviewers are then asked to assess another (or even a third)
paper until reviewers are in agreement.

Each student paper will be assessed independently by two reviewers. Inter-rater reliability will be checked by
IAS staff during the workshop. Where reviews differ by more than one point per outcome, a third reviewer
will be asked to assess the paper. Inter-rater reliability will be computed afterwards for each program.
4. Reporting - What, How, When, and to Whom:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

Report on initial data analysis to QEP Oversight Committee—for feedback, questions,
interpretation (Fall 2022)
Reports to schools on by-school analysis and to depts. in College—for feedback, questions,
interpretation (Fall 2022)
Overall, compiled, penultimate report to QEP Committee for review (Spring 2023)
Report to Provost (Spring 2023)

Formative Direct Assessments of Student Writing (FWR in Spring 2019; SWR in Spring 2020)
The purpose of the formative assessments is to provide useful feedback to faculty for course and initiative
improvement. Analysis by outcome will be especially useful to identify areas of strength or weakness in student
writing. Formative direct assessments will be conducted throughout the tenure of the QEP from AY17-20
1. Student Artifacts - Collection and Sampling
§

FWR course artifacts—a stratified random sample of student papers based on ENWR course
type and volume

College

FWR course
Papers submitted to ENWR 1505/6,
1507/8, 1510, or ENCW/ENLT/ENWRAdvanced
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Artifact Collection
Fall 2018 and Spring 2019
(FWR courses offered both
semesters)

§
§

SWR: course artifacts—a stratified random sample of student papers by school, and within the
College by division/department and only for designated SWRs
Within the College by division/department and only for designated SWRs

Architecture
Batten
BIS
Commerce
College
Curry
Nursing
SEAS

SWR course
PLAN 3860
PPOL 4991
ISLS 3000
COMM 3040
By department
EDHS 2950, EDLF 4000
NUIP 2310
STS 4500/4600

Artifact Collection
Spring 2020
Spring 2020
Fall 2019
Spring 2020
Fall 2019 and Spring 2020
(SWR courses offered both
semesters)
Spring 2020
Spring 2020
Spring 2020

2. Evaluator Recruitment, Training, and Calibration:
IAS will follow the same process we use for the summative assessments (see above) for evaluator recruitment,
training, and norming. The same rubrics will be used, and the same process for conducting the actual artifact
assessments.
3. Reporting:
Within three months of data collection, IAS will report on initial data analysis to program representatives
and/or school representatives on the QEP Oversight Committee; the reports will highlight areas of strength
or weakness in student writing as revealed by a rubric-based assessment.
Within six months of data collection and responses from the program/school representatives, IAS will provide
a brief report of results to program or school representatives.
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SUMMARY: QEP ASSESSMENT PLAN
Spring

Summer

2018-2019
Fall

Spring

Summer

Written

assess FWR

analyze

Communication

(formative)

results

Summer

Direc
Directt Assessmen
Assessmentt

2017-2018
Fall

2019-2020
Fall
report

courses

Faculty confidence

administer

report

administer

report

administer

2021-2022
Fall

2022-2023
Spring

Summer

report

administer

assess all, FWR, SWR

report

administer

analyze
results

assess

report

assess

report

assess

report

assess

report

assess

report

SWR Syllabi

assess

report

assess

report

assess

report

assess

report

assess

report

Assignments

assess

report

assess

report

assess

report

assess

report

assess

report

tutor
feedback

SERU

plan

Faculty Survey

administer
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Approval

administer
analyze
results

results

report

plan

report

administer
document

Launch

activities

administer
analyze
results
document

report

activities

tutor
report
analyze
results

feedback

report

report

feedback
plan

report

administer
document

report

activities

administer
analyze
results
document

report

activities

total #

total #

total #

total #

participants

participants

participants

participants

participants

report
analyze
results
report
report
QEP/5t
QEP/5thh
Yea
Yearr
Interi
Interim
m
Repor
Reportt Du
Duee

Plan

Launch

document
grants

document

report

grants

document

report

grants

document

report

grants

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

TCE venues

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

ENPG 3800

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

DirWAC consults
counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

Online Resources

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

Portfolios

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

counts

report

SWR Courses (rev or
new)

Faculty/staff
Reflections/Debriefs
Annual Report to
Oversight Committee

report

record deliberations, decision, process

Writing Fellows

FWR enrollment

report

tutor

total #

SWR Grant Prog

REPORT

Spring

report

Seminar Syllabi

analyze

Fall

report

(SCHEV)

CEPC Review &

Annual Reports

results

Summer

e/inventory

Faculty Seminar

Qualitative

analyze

(formative)

Spring

plan/prepar

Campaign

Descriptiv
Descriptivee

assess SWR

2020-2021
Fall

Written

Writing Fellows

Assessmentt
Assessmen

Summer

Communication

scale

Indirec
Indirectt

Spring

Discussion,

Discussion,

Discussion,

Discussion,

Discussion,

interview

interview

interview

interview

interview

notes

notes

notes

notes

notes

REPORT

REPORT

REPORT

REPORT

VIII. APPENDICES

77

APPENDIX A
Review of Core Competency Assessments
As part of its decennial reaffirmation of accreditation with the Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC), the University must develop a Quality Enhancement Plan
(QEP). The QEP “describes a carefully designed and focused course of action that addresses a welldefined topic or issue(s) related to enhancing student learning.” Moreover, selection of a QEP topic
must be rooted in institutional assessment of student learning.
The University’s primary method of assessing student learning at the institutional level is the core
competency assessment regime. The six undergraduate core competencies20 are defined by the State
Council of Higher Education for Virginia (SCHEV). The University assesses, on average, one core
competency per year.
The Provost’s Office seeks input as to which core competency should serve as a broad topic of inquiry
for the QEP.21 Upon selection, a faculty committee will develop, in consultation with an array of
University constituencies, detailed strategies and initiatives to affect the broadest possible segment of
the undergraduate study body.
Assessment summaries are organized by those on which students did not meet overall expectations and
those on which students did meet overall expectations.
Did Not Meet Expectations (Overall)
Oral Communication
Written Communication

Met Expectations (Overall)
Critical Thinking
Quantitative Reasoning
Scientific Reasoning

SACSCOC judges the sufficiency of the QEP on a variety of measures. The faculty committee that
develops the QEP will address many of these measures. However, the selection of a broad topic of
inquiry lays the groundwork for the development of a successful plan of action.
•
•
•
•
•
•

Plan is directly related to institutional planning efforts. Selection of topic determined by
representative process that considered institutional needs and viability of plan.
A direct and strong relationship of QEP topic to institutional needs; clear on how
accomplishment of QEP would directly improve institutional/student performance.
Detailed student learning outcomes tied directly to institutional needs.
A clear relationship between activities of QEP and the improvement of student learning, all tied
to established institutional needs.
All relevant constituencies have direct involvement in implementation.
Assessment is based on clear outcomes, assessment methods related to outcomes, and that are
direct measures of those outcomes.

20

Critical thinking, information literacy, oral communication, quantitative reasoning, scientific reasoning, and written
communication. In place of the information literacy core competency, SCHEV permits institutions to select an alternative core
competency. The University selected undergraduate research as part of the assessment of its 2007 QEP (“Enhancing StudentFaculty Engagement”). Because it was part of the previous QEP, a summary of the undergraduate research core competency
assessment is not included here. However, information on the undergraduate research core competency assessment may be
found at http://web.virginia.edu/iaas/assess/data/competency/undergraduateresearch/research1112.shtm.
21
Input may be provided outside formal channels (e.g. curriculum committees, etc.) at accreditation@virginia.edu.
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Core Competency Assessment: Oral Communication
Assessment Summary22
Date of Administration: Fall 2005 and Spring 2006
Date of Report: August 2006
Committee Composition: 16 faculty members from seven schools of the University and the Teaching
Resource Center (TRC).
Core Competency Definition: The effective interpretation, composition, and extemporaneous
presentation of information, ideas, and values to a specific audience [emphasis in original].
Instrument: Video recorded student presentations in upper-level undergraduate courses requiring oral
presentation.
Sample: 352 undergraduate students.
Standards and Results:
Competence
Highly competent
Competent or above
Minimally competent or
above

Targets23
40%
85%
95%

Performance
2.9%
74%
100%

Findings:
• The majority of students are at least minimally competent with the most basic form of public
speaking, what might be called “formal public recitation.” That is, the ability to stand up and
read directly from a paper, notes, or some other text.
• Too few students are “Highly Competent”— even in regard to the most basic level of formal
public recitation.
• Far too few opportunities exist either to learn or engage in extemporaneous speaking at the
University.
Committee Recommendations:
• The results of the oral communication core competency assessment should be disseminated to
faculty. A sustained discourse should begin among students, faculty and administration about
what knowledge of, and abilities in, oral communication students should possess upon
graduation.
• The Oral Communication Competency Assessment Committee should be reconstituted to
continue work on assessing undergraduate oral communication knowledge and abilities.

22

Additional information on the oral communication core competency assessment, including the full report, may be found at
http://avillage.web.virginia.edu/iaas/assess/data/competency/reports/06communicationreport-full.pdf. (This page may
change with new website. Double check for final report?)
23
Targets established by faculty committee.
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•

•
•

•

Further information from faculty, students, and alumni should be gathered through surveys and
focus groups about how best to provide faculty and students with the experience, knowledge,
and abilities needed to meet the University’s goals.
IF the University seeks to produce highly competent communicators, THEN courses in public
speaking (and related courses—e.g., speaking-intensive courses) should be implemented.
IF the University seeks to coordinate knowledge and ability in public speaking with greater
understanding of the intellectual contexts in which such matters exist, THEN more ambitious
thought about possible new programs and/or coordination of courses and new initiatives across
the disciplines should be undertaken and implemented.
IF the University not only seeks excellence in oral communication and its intellectual contexts,
but wishes to lead the way among top-tier universities, THEN the reconstituted committee
should spearhead a strategic approach to these matters with vigorous support and participation
at large of students, faculty, alumni, and administration.
Core Competency Assessment: Oral Communication
Expanded Results

In reflecting on the assessment process, the committee makes the following observations:
1. Students outside the Commerce School, Engineering School, and School of Continuing and
Professional Studies-BIS program appear to have few opportunities to learn and practice
individual extemporaneous oral communication.
2. Many faculty assigning and grading oral presentations do not explicitly require that the
presentations be extemporaneous.
3. The rubric measured what the committee wanted it to (validity), and was applied in a
reasonably consistent manner (reliability); however, many of the presentations did not fit or
satisfy the learning outcomes the committee had identified.
4. Ideally, the assignments could have been more carefully matched to the expected learning
outcomes. Information should have been exchanged in a more effective manner between IAS,
faculty teaching the courses, and the students giving the presentations.
Because of the central role strong speaking skills play in the University’s Ten-Year Plan vision and the
shortfall of student oral communication competency given the assessment results, the committee
believes that more should be done to bolster this skill in the curriculum. A curriculum that fosters skilled
public speaking is a central goal of most peer institutions, as well as within the University itself according
to the committee’s research.
Several questions arise based on the assessment experience, including: What is the common value of
the oral communication experience? Are needs being met? And, Are there limitations within the existing
opportunities? In regard to value, students see a practical value in skilled oral communication, including
building leadership skills, cultural literacy, diversity, and transferable skill sets valued in other courses
and the workplace. In regard to need, current and historic evidence shows that the demand for public
speaking opportunities in the curriculum far exceeds supply.
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Core Competency Assessment: Written Communication
Assessment Summary24
Date of Administration: Fall 2008 and Spring 2009
Date of Report(s): April 2010
Committee Composition: 10 faculty members from the College of Arts and Sciences and the Teaching
Resource Center (TRC). Faculty working groups in Commerce, Engineering, and School of Continuing and
Professional Studies (SCPS).
Core Competency Definition: Embedded in learning outcomes of school-based assessments.
Instruments:
• Student papers from Architecture, the College of Arts and Sciences, and Nursing, assessed using
a skills-based descriptive scoring rubric developed by faculty in the Department of English.
• Student papers from Commerce, Engineering, and SCPS, assessed using school-based scoring
rubrics.
Samples:
• 534 first-year and fourth-year students (Architecture, Arts and Sciences, and Nursing)
• 80 third-year students (Commerce)
• 198 first-year and fourth-year students (Engineering)
• 73 entering and graduating students (SCPS)
Standards and Results: Competency25 –
Competence
Highly competent
Competent or above
Minimally competent or
above

Targets26
40%
85%
100%

Performance:
All FourthYears
8%
61%
99%

Cross-Sectional (value-added) – Fourth-year students in Architecture, Arts and Sciences, and Nursing
significantly outperformed first-year students overall and on every learning outcome (p<.001). Thirdyear Commerce students completing the first Integrated Core Experience (ICE) series significantly
outperformed third-year students beginning the first ICE series, overall and on seven learning outcomes.
Fourth-year students in engineering outperformed first-year students overall and on four learning
outcomes. Graduating SCPS students outperformed entering students overall and on every learning
outcome.
24

Additional information on the written communication core competency assessment, including the full report, may be found
at http://avillage.web.virginia.edu/iaas/assess/data/competency/writing/writing08-09.shtm. (check on this after new website is
up?)
25
For architecture, arts and sciences, and nursing.
26
For fourth-year students. Targets established by faculty committee.
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Core Competency Assessment: Written Communication
Summary Results
School/Program
School of
Commerce:
Integrated Core
Experience (ICE)

83
School of
Engineering &
Applied Science:
STS Coursework

Design
Value-added: assessment of
third-year student performance
“pre and post” writing course
using a scoring rubric reflective
of the Integrated Core
Experience writing curriculum.
The faculty specified eight
learning outcomes and designed
a descriptive scoring rubric. 80
randomly-selected papers (40
from the beginning of the course
and 40 from the end of the
course) were assessed according
to the scoring rubric.
Value-added: a cross-sectional
comparison of first-year and
fourth-year student writing in
Science, Technology, and Society
(STS) courses using a scoring
rubric reflective of the STS
curriculum.
The faculty specified six learning
outcomes plus 4 ABET outcomes
to be applied to the fourth-year
student work only. Faculty
designed a descriptive scoring
rubric based on the learning
outcomes and used the rubric to
evaluate a random sample of 101

Learning Outcomes
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Skim Value
Clear Purpose
Document Preview
Bottom Line Up Front
(BLUF)
Cohesion and
Coherence
Grammar
“Plain English” Style
Reader Expectations

Introduction
Audience Occasion
and Purpose
• Cohesion and
Coherence
• Grammar
• Graphics
• Conclusions
ABET:
• Impacting
global/societal
context
• Integration of
contextual issues
• Professional and
ethical responsibility
•
•
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Results
The end-of-course group
scored higher than the
beginning-of-course group on
all learning outcomes except
for Grammar, which was
statistically equal between the
two groups.

Fourth-year students
outperformed the first-year
students on all learning
outcomes except for
Introduction, which was
statistically equal between the
two groups. The greatest
improvement in performance
was on the Grammar and the
Cohesion and Coherence
learning outcomes. The
smallest difference in
performance was on Audience
Occasion and Purpose.

Response/Recommendations
Response: More aware of minor
discrepancies in the form and
organization of some of the
documents the students produce,
the faculty has made a more
deliberate effort to share copies of
students' work with one another
and to discuss desired outcomes.
The assessment resulted in a
rewriting of the related
assignment to provide more
consistent instruction across
classes.
Response: Changes made to
fourth-year instruction: results
informed a major, long-overdue
undertaking that the faculty had
just begun—revision of the fourthyear thesis assignment and rewriting of the thesis manual.
Changes made to first-year writing
instruction: 1) more emphasis on
writing conclusions; 2) more
instruction in systematic use of
visuals/graphics; and 3) fewer
papers (but same number of
words) required so that students

of
uing &
ional
: Bachelor
rdisciplinary
(BIS)
work

/Program
of Arts &
s: First
g
ement

STS 101 papers and a random
sample of 97 STS 402 papers.
Value-added: cross-sectional
comparison of student writing in
introductory (liberal studies) and
end-of-program (capstone)
courses, employing a scoring
rubric adopted from the College
of Arts and Sciences Writing
Program.
The faculty adopted the eight
CLAS learning outcomes. Faculty
applied the scoring rubric to
forty-six papers randomly
selected from introductory
liberal studies courses and to all
27 capstone papers.
Design
Value added: assessment of
student performance “pre and
post” First Writing Requirement
(FWR) course using a scoring
rubric that reflects the FWR
writing curriculum. From a
randomly-selected set of FWR
courses, 50 papers submitted to
fulfill the initial writing
assignment were randomly
selected to serve as the “preFWR” papers. Final FWR papers
from the same 50 students
served as “post-FWR” papers.
Faculty specified 4 learning
outcomes (Motivation; Core
School of
Continuing &
Professional
Studies: Bachelor
of Interdisciplinary
Studies (BIS)
coursework

•
•

•

•
•

•

•
•

Capstone students’
performance exceeded
introductory (liberal studies)
students’ performance on all
learning outcomes except for
Counterarguments, which was
statistically equal between the
two groups. The greatest
improvement was on
Conclusions and Parts of
Argument II:Evidence learning
outcomes. The smallest, but
still significant, differencein
performance was on Cohesion
and Coherence II:Logic.
Results
Students demonstrated
improved writing skills to
mixed degrees for all four
learning outcomes.
Improvement was strongest for
Motivation and Core Elements
of Argument, less so for
Interacting with Readers and
Style.

•

•
•

•

•

Role of engineering in
contemporary issues
Introduction
Parts of Argument :
Claims
and Sub-claims
Parts of ArgumentII:
Evidence
Counterarguments
Cohesion and
Coherence
Cohesion and
Coherence II: Logic
Audience and Tone
Conclusions

Role of engineering in
contemporary issues
Introduction
Parts of Argument :
Claims
and Sub-claims
Parts of Argument II:
Evidence
Counterarguments
Cohesion and
Coherence
Cohesion and
Coherence II: Logic
Audience and Tone
Conclusions

•
•

Learning Outcomes
Motivation
• Canonical problem
statement
• Introduction
motivates readers
• Point first or last
Core Elements of
Argument
• Clear claim
• Reasons identifiable
• Reasons support
claim
• Evidence sufficient
• Evidence appropriate
• Evidence reliable

Capstone students’
performance exceeded
introductory (liberal studies)
students’ performance on all
learning outcomes except for
Counterarguments, which was
statistically equal between the
two groups. The greatest
improvement was on
Conclusions and Parts of
Argument II:Evidence learning
outcomes. The smallest, but
still significant, difference in
performance was on Cohesion
and Coherence II:Logic.
Results
Students demonstrated
improved writing skills to
mixed degrees for all four
learning outcomes.
Improvement was strongest for
Motivation and Core Elements
of Argument, less so for
Interacting with Readers and
Style.

School/Program
College of Arts&
Sciences: First
Writing
Requirement

•

•
•

Learning Outcomes
Motivation
• Canonical problem
statement
• Introduction
motivates readers
• Point first or last
Core Elements of
Argument
• Clear claim
• Reasons identifiable
• Reasons support
claim
Evidence sufficient
Evidence appropriate
Evidence reliable
•
•
•
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STS 101 papers and a random
sample of 97 STS 402 papers.
Value-added: cross-sectional
comparison of student writing in
introductory (liberal studies) and
end-of-program (capstone)
courses, employing a scoring
rubric adopted from the College
of Arts and Sciences Writing
Program.
The faculty adopted the eight
CLAS learning outcomes. Faculty
applied the scoring rubric to
forty-six papers randomly
selected from introductory
liberal studies courses and to all
27 capstone papers.
Design
Value added: assessment of
student performance “pre and
post” First Writing Requirement
(FWR) course using a scoring
rubric that reflects the FWR
writing curriculum. From a
randomly-selected set of FWR
courses, 50 papers submitted to
fulfill the initial writing
assignment were randomly
selected to serve as the “preFWR” papers. Final FWR papers
from the same 50 students
served as “post-FWR” papers.
Faculty specified 4 learning
outcomes (Motivation; Core
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would spend more time in revision
and discovery.
Response: Based on discussion of
the results by the Academic
Oversight Committee and faculty,
the Liberal Studies Seminar faculty
group is exploring ways to bolster
those areas in which the capstone
projects did not show substantial
improvement over the LSSs (e.g.,
counterarguments). The Liberal
Studies Seminar that teaches
fundamental research skills is the
course most likely to address the
results.
Response/Recommendations
Response: Results affected
priorities and timeline for
development of online writing
tutor program to be made
available to students this summer
(redschoolhouse.org). Modules
addressing the area where
students performed the poorest
(Interacting with Readers) have
received top priority and will be
the first modules to “go live.”
Students’ performance has been
an on-going topic at faculty
meetings since release of the
results.

of Arts &
s, School of
cture, and
of Nursing
Elements of Argument;
Interacting with Readers; Style),
created a 16-item scoring rubric
to address the learning
outcomes, and applied the rubric
to the 100 papers.
Value added and comparison to
expectations for competency: A
cross-sectional comparison of
first-year and fourth-year
student writing and a
comparison of fourth-year
students’ actual performance to
expected performance.
Faculty specified eight learning
outcomes and created a scoring
rubric to address the outcomes.
First-year papers (179 from
randomly-selected FWR courses)
and fourth-year papers (355
solicited from a random sample
of students) were assessed
according to the rubric.

Fourth-year students
outperformed first-year
students on all learning
outcomes. They fell below the
committee’s standards for
writing competence, however,
to the point that their scores
did not reach competency for
any single learning outcome.
Students scored highest on
Cohesion and Coherence,
followed by Audience and Tone
and Parts of Argument II:
Evidence. They scored lowest
on Counterarguments. The
sample did not contain enough
students from Architecture or
Nursing to report results
separately. There were no
significant differencesin
writing performance among
humanities/fine arts majors,
science/math majors, and
social science majors after
controlling for GPA and verbal
SAT score.

• Evidence properly
cited
Interacting with Readers
• Common Ground
• Acknowledgement
and Response
• Introduction
• Parts of Argument I:
Claims and Subclaims
• Parts of Argument II:
Evidence
• Counterarguments
• Cohesion and
Coherence
Audience and Tone
Conclusions
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Evidence properly
cited
Interacting with Readers
• Common Ground
• Acknowledgement
and Response
• Introduction
• Parts of Argument I:
Claims and Subclaims
• Parts of ArgumentII:
Evidence
• Counterarguments
• Cohesion and
Coherence
• Audience and Tone
• Conclusions
•

•
•

College of Arts&
Sciences, School of
Architecture, and
School of Nursing

Elements of Argument;
Interacting with Readers; Style),
created a 16-item scoring rubric
to address the learning
outcomes, and applied the rubric
to the 100 papers.
Value added and comparison to
expectations for competency: A
cross-sectional comparison of
first-year and fourth-year
student writing and a
comparison of fourth-year
students’ actual performance to
expected performance.
Faculty specified eight learning
outcomes and created a scoring
rubric to address the outcomes.
First-year papers (179 from
randomly-selected FWR courses)
and fourth-year papers (355
solicited from a random sample
of students) were assessed
according to the rubric.

Fourth-year students
outperformed first-year
students on all learning
outcomes. They fell below the
committee’s standards for
writing competence, however,
to the point that their scores
did not reach competency for
any single learning outcome.
Students scored highest on
Cohesion and Coherence,
followed by Audience and Tone
and Parts of Argument II:
Evidence. They scored lowest
on Counterarguments. The
sample did not contain enough
students from Architecture or
Nursing to report results
separately. There were no
significant differences in
writing performance among
humanities/fine arts majors,
science/math majors, and
social science majors after
controlling for GPA and verbal
SAT score.

Recommendations: The
Assessment Committee
that students make only
progress in their writing
their fourth years do no
the excellence in writing
Committee expects. In r
the Committee posed se
recommendations that,
seek to 1) learn more ab
writing instruction that s
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Recommendations: The Writing
Assessment Committee concluded
that students make only modest
progress in their writing and by
their fourth years do not achieve
the excellence in writing that the
Committee expects. In response,
the Committee posed seven
recommendations that, together,
seek to 1) learn more about
writing instruction that students
receive post-FWR, 2) revisit
fundamental questions about
expectations for student writing
and for responsibility for
instruction, 3) continue
assessment of student writing,
and 4) promote both students’
and instructors’ learning.

Core Competency Assessment: Critical Thinking
Assessment Summary27
Date of Administration: Spring 2011
Date of Report: October 2012
Committee Composition: 10 faculty members from six schools of the University.
Core Competency Definition: The ability to evaluate information, think creatively, solve problems, and
communicate effectively.
Instrument: Critical Thinking Assessment Test (CAT)28
Survey Population: 264 fourth-year students
Standards and Results:
Competence
Highly competent
Competent or above
Minimally competent or
above

Target29
25%
75%
90%

Performance
25%
89%
99%

Findings:
• The CAT appears to provide a valid measure of student competence in critical thinking.
Validation through comparison with existing tests of student aptitude, however, assumes that
the other tests also measure critical thinking. Areas of student relative strength (interpreting
information) and weakness (creative thinking) make sense in light of the progressive range of
skills included in the concept of critical thinking, providing additional evidence of validity. While
the real life scenarios posed by the CAT revolved around environmental or health themes, the
lack of differences in mean scores among the major disciplines suggests that the CAT assesses
skills common to the various disciplines.
• Fourth-year students, on the whole, are capable of a respectable level of rigor in critical
thinking, consistent with their aptitude as measured by SAT scores and GPA.
• Students appear to demonstrate stronger skills in the evaluation and interpretation of data than
in communication and creative thinking.
• As reflected in total scores, the critical thinking ability of fourth-year students does not appear
to vary with field of study.
• The CAT items that best differentiated higher-performing from lower-performing students
required students to read and interpret new information carefully, to evaluate the need for
additional information, or to recommend additional relevant information.
27

Additional information on the quantitative reasoning core competency assessment, including the full report, may be found at
http://avillage.web.virginia.edu/iaas/assess/data/competency/criticalthinking/criticalthink10-11.shtm. (Check this with new
website.)
28
See www.tntech.edu/cat.
29
For graduating fourth-year students. Targets established by faculty committee.
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•

Sample sizes within the undergraduate schools limit the analyses available.

Committee Recommendations:
• As peer institutions acquire CAT results for similar samples of students, consideration should be
given to comparing U.Va. results with those from peer institutions.
• Subsequent assessments of critical thinking should consider the relative value of assessing
within major disciplines. Such assessments, especially with a longitudinal component (that is,
comparing first- and fourth-year students in either a cross-section or pre/post design), could
more readily assess discipline-specific development of critical thinking skills.
• Consideration should be given to editing and improving the CAT, the purpose being to increase
validity and reliability. A critique of the test, including substantive suggestions for improvement,
should be shared with test creators. The unique and advantageous features of the test should
be retained. These features include: it does not require prior knowledge of facts in any specific
field; it calls for written responses beyond simple choice among alternatives; and it gives an
opportunity for creative responses.
• As demonstrated in both the 2006 and 2011 assessments, measuring undergraduate
competence in critical thinking at U.Va. is likely to be a challenge. Because critical thinking
manifests differently depending on the discipline, assessment of student competence needs to
either (1) address explicitly the unique differences by discipline and assess according to the
distinct definitions, or (2) identify the commonalities across disciplines and design or identify an
instrument that can measure the common aspects. An important criterion for weighing the two
approaches should be the potential usefulness of the results for program improvement.
Core Competency Assessment: Critical Thinking Expanded Results
In total, 264 students completed the CAT. Of these, 198 tests constituted a representative sample of
approximately five percent of the fourth-year population (representative by school and discipline). This
sample was used to determine critical thinking competency of U.Va. fourth-year students. The
remaining tests (68) were oversamples used to report results by school. Fourth-year students scored an
average of 25.96, SD=5.06 (corrected mean = 23.76) out of a possible 38 points.
CAT user norms estimate CAT performance based on average entering ACT/SAT scores at upper-division
undergraduate four-year institutions. The University’s average SAT score of 1345 would predict a score
of 24.56 on the test. The University’s mean score is therefore somewhat expected based on the type of
student population at U.Va.
In terms of critical thinking competency, fourth-year students met the standard for high competence
and exceeded the standards for competence and minimal competence in critical thinking. Among the
respondents, 25 percent were highly competent (scores above 28.7), 89 percent competent or better
(scores above 19.2), and 99 percent were at least minimally competent (scores above 12.5). This is to be
compared with the projection that 25 percent of fourth-year students should be highly competent; 75
percent competent or above; and 90 percent minimally competent or above.
No significant differences in total mean scores were found among the Schools of Architecture,
Commerce, Engineering, Nursing, and the following disciplines within the College of Arts and Sciences:
humanities and fine arts, science and mathematics, and social sciences. This may provide evidence that
the overall critical thinking skills assessed by the CAT apply across schools and disciplines.
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Core Competency Assessment: Quantitative Reasoning
Assessment Summary30
Date of Administration: February 2008
Date of Report: October 2008
Committee Composition: 10 faculty members from five schools of the University
Core Competency Definition: Correctly using numbers and symbols, studying measurement, properties,
and the relationship of quantities, or formally reasoning within abstract systems of thought to make
decisions, judgments, and predictions.
Instrument: Committee-developed quantitative reasoning instrument consisting of 30 multiple-choice
questions in the categories of general mathematics and mathematical reasoning, statistics and statistical
reasoning, and calculus and trigonometry.
Sample: 509 first-year31 and fourth-year students
Standards and Results:
Competence
Highly competent
Competent or above
Minimally competent or
above

Targets32

Performance:
All Fourth-Years

25%
75%
90%

25.3%
77.9%
92.8%

Performance:
STEM FourthYears
36.9%
87.6%
97.2%

Findings:
• Fourth-year students, on the whole, are competent in quantitative reasoning.
• Evidence of value-added differences between first- and fourth-years is not present, except with
regard to statistics and statistical reasoning and among STEM majors.
• Males outperformed females on the assessment, a finding of concern to the faculty committee.
• Sample sizes within the undergraduate schools were too small to assess performance by school.
Committee Recommendations:
• The deans of the undergraduate schools and the Office of the Provost should consider formally
adopting University-wide quantitative reasoning learning outcomes and standards for
graduating fourth-year students.
• In future quantitative reasoning assessments, one or more subjective questions should be
added. A shorter version of the multiple-choice portion of the test can be used instead of the

30

Additional information on the quantitative reasoning core competency assessment, including the full report, may be found at
http://avillage.web.virginia.edu/iaas/assess/data/competency/quantitativereasoning/quant07-08.shtm.
31
First-year performance was used to assess value-added differences between first- and fourth-year students.
32
For graduating fourth-year students. Targets established by faculty committee.
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•

full battery, and the same first-year participants should be retested in their fourth year to
provide further perspective on value-added.
Additional study of gender differences in quantitative reasoning is needed.
The sample size should be increased and methods of increasing participation should be
considered.
Core Competency Assessment: Quantitative Reasoning
Expanded Results

Overall, students at the University performed well on the quantitative reasoning assessment. The
majority of both first- and fourth-year students correctly answered at least 60 percent of the test
questions correctly. The quantitative reasoning test, written by faculty, was challenging and the
competency standards articulated were equivalently high. Fourth-year students met the targets for
competency; fourth-year STEM majors exceeded the targets. Twenty-five percent of fourth-year
students were found to be highly competent, 78 percent were found to be at least competent, and 93
percent were found to be at least minimally competent. Among fourth-year STEM majors, 37 percent
were highly competent, 88 percent were at least competent, and 97 percent were at least minimally
competent.
The difference in performance among first-year and fourth-year students was not significant.
Considering the high quantitative skill of incoming U.Va. students (the mean SAT math score is roughly
160 points higher the national average) and the number of majors that do not emphasize quantitative
reasoning, the lack of a difference should not be disconcerting. The results indicate that first-year
students come to the University with a high level of quantitative skill and that graduating fourth-year
students maintain that high level of quantitative skill, and enhance it in the area of statistics and
statistical reasoning. Fourth-year STEM majors did perform significantly better than first-year students,
indicating that these students advance their quantitative skills during their four years at the University.
Three major types of questions made up the quantitative reasoning assessment. These were general
mathematics and mathematical reasoning questions (arithmetic, geometry, and algebra), calculus and
trigonometry questions, and statistics and statistical reasoning questions. Fourth-year and first-year
students did not differ in their performance on the general mathematics and mathematical reasoning
questions or the calculus and trigonometry questions. However, fourth-year students did outperform
first-year students on the statistics and statistical reasoning questions.
The difference in quantitative reasoning performance between males and females was significant, with
males outperforming females overall and on each of the three question categories. An additional
analysis, controlling for the SAT math score, still revealed this gender difference. This difference was
seen across the McIntire School of Commerce, the School of Engineering and Applied Science, and the
social science, math, and science disciplines in the College of Arts and Sciences. However, it was not
evident in the School of Architecture or in the humanities and fine arts disciplines in the College, due to
males in these areas performing below the overall male average, whereas females in these areas
performed similarly to the overall female average (Nursing and BIS were not included due to low sample
size). To determine the reasons for such gender differences will require follow-up study.
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Core Competency Assessment: Scientific Reasoning
Assessment Summary33
Date of Administration: Spring 2013
Date of Report: July 2014
Committee Composition: Eight faculty members from five schools of the University
Core Competency Definition: A model of thought that (1) draws on systematic observation and
description of phenomena, (2) employs established facts, theories, and methods to analyze such
phenomena, (3) draws inferences and frames hypotheses consistent with that body of public knowledge
and understanding, (4) subjects explanations to empirical tests, including scrutiny of their declared and
latent assumptions, and (5) allows the possibility of changes in explanations as new evidence emerges.
Instrument: Committee-developed scientific reasoning instrument
Samples:
• 35 fourth-year students who completed the instrument as first years (longitudinal assessment)
• 410 first-year and fourth-year students (competency and cross-sectional assessments)
• 27 graduate students (calibration)
Standards and Results:
Longitudinal (value-added) – The difference in fourth-year student performance compared to
performance as a first-year student was not statistically significant, though it approached significance
(p=.08), and represented a small sample.
Cross-Sectional (value-added) – Overall performance did not differ significantly between first- and
fourth-year students. Fourth-year science majors, however, outperformed first-year students on select
questions and tended to score higher overall.
Competency –
Competence
Highly competent
Competent or above
Minimally competent or
above

Targets34
25%
75%
90%

Performance35
28%
85%
96%

Findings:
• Fourth-year students, on the whole, are capable of a respectable level of rigor in scientific
reasoning.
33

Additional information on the quantitative reasoning core competency assessment, including the full report, may be found at
http://avillage.web.virginia.edu/iaas/assess/data/competency/scientificreasoning/scientific12-13.shtm.
34
Targets established by faculty committee.
35
Calibrated to graduate student performance.

90

•
•
•
•
•

Fourth-year student ability in scientific reasoning varies with field of study.
Evidence of value-added appears to be mixed, an observation that is likely a consequence of test
limitations.
The test results of graduate students serve well to calibrate the instrument and inform
interpretation of undergraduate test results.
While individual test questions appear to provide a valid measure of student competence in
scientific reasoning, the test overall may underestimate such competence.
The test illustrates the tension between the two aspects of assessment of student competency:
breadth of the multiple outcomes assessed vs. depth of student knowledge and skill revealed for
each outcome. A 50-minute test may not be able to serve both breadth and depth well.

Committee Recommendations:
• Consideration should be given to the benefits and costs of revising and/or shortening the test
even more, the purpose being to provide an opportunity for greater range and depth in student
responses.
• Analysis of student responses on individual questions should be undertaken to clarify which
questions contribute most substantially to a robust understanding of student capabilities and
which questions, if any, appear to provide redundant information.
• Consistent with test improvements, the standards and scoring rubrics should be reviewed for
validity.
• Longitudinal studies should be designed and executed to assess progress from first to fourth
year. The test or selected questions should be administered again in spring 2015-16 to fourthyear students who took the test as first-years in 2012-13.
• In the next assessment of scientific reasoning, the test should be administered to another, much
larger sample of graduate students to serve as a comparison group. The sample should include a
diversity of disciplines in the sciences and social sciences, focusing on students in their second to
fourth years of graduate school.
Core Competency Assessment: Scientific Reasoning
Expanded Results
The assessments yielded evidence of competency and value-added in comparison to the performance of
graduate students; this was especially clear for fourth-year students majoring in sciences. While on face
value the test questions appeared to provide a valid measure of student scientific reasoning, the
structure of the overall test may increase the likelihood of a Type II error (underestimating
competence). Even graduate students, three-quarters of whom were from the sciences, achieved – on
average – just over half of possible points.
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Appendix B
Position Description
Director, Writing Across the Curriculum
University of Virginia
The Director will bring a strong research profile in Writing across the Curriculum scholarship and
experience in program development to the University.
The Director will advise and work with individual schools, departments, and programs to incorporate
improved writing instruction and practice into courses across the curriculum, particularly courses that
fulfill the Second Writing Requirement. Depending on local needs, this work may include helping
faculty:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Identify characteristics of academic/professional writing in their discipline.
Design writing-intensive syllabi with a reasonable workload for faculty.
Plan activities that involve in-class writing.
Design effective writing assignments, along with scaffolding to enhance students’ ability to
complete them.
Organize effective peer review and opportunities for revision.
Design evaluative criteria for grading and assessment.

The Director will collaborate with the Academic and Professional Writing Program and, at times, the
Center for Teaching Excellence, so that goals for writing across the curriculum remain cohesive and
integrated.
The Director will hold workshops on writing instruction across Grounds—and, in rotation with other
Writing Program faculty, co-teach the Faculty Seminar on the Teaching of Writing.
The Director will create informational materials (including website resources) to explain and illustrate
the concepts and practices underlying writing-intensive courses.
The Director will take a prominent role in University-wide assessment of student writing.
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Appendix C
Proposal – Changing the First Writing Requirement
Justification
The ability to write with clarity, eloquence, and insight has long stood as one of the hallmarks of a strong
undergraduate education.
We propose that the College of Arts & Sciences establish a universal writing requirement that will
ensure that all students, with the exception of Echols Scholars, take a writing-intensive course during
their first year. Peer institutions such as Harvard, Princeton, Duke, Michigan, North Carolina, and UCLA
have established universal writing requirements of this kind, with the rationale that writing is central to
an undergraduate education and that pre-college standardized tests do not provide an adequate
substitute. By requiring all students to take a writing course during their first year, UVA would join other
elite public and private universities that provide their students with high-quality writing instruction early
in their college experience and emphasize the importance of strong writing in the development of
educated citizens.
Currently, one-third of our students are granted exemption from the First Writing Requirement because
of their score on the SAT Writing Exam, which merely tests what students can write in 25 minutes.
Thereafter, these students (roughly 800 – 900 per year) are required to take just one course that
includes 20 pages of writing to fulfill the Second Writing Requirement. Perhaps this helps explain
why University-wide writing assessments in 2009 and 2015 found that, while almost all fourth-year
students at UVA are competent writers, only 25 percent are highly proficient.
It is also important to recognize that, in the past, the College of Arts & Sciences relied on graduate
students to teach almost all courses that met the First Writing Requirement. But during the past three
years, the College has made a strong commitment to hiring faculty in the Academic and Professional
Writing Program as well as to offering support for faculty across disciplines through an annual Faculty
Seminar on the Teaching of Writing. This faculty expertise both inside and outside the Writing Program
has resulted in a more ambitious first-year writing curriculum and in a wide array of formerly
nonexistent advanced writing courses that, judging by enrollment figures, are very popular with
students. In short, the College is now well-positioned to teach a larger number of writing courses and to
offer a challenging set of first-year courses taught by experienced members of the faculty as well as by
graduate students who have undergone extensive preparation to teach writing.
The proposal described in the pages that follow is mindful of the fact that some of the students who
would be required to take a writing course during their first year arrive at UVA with considerable skill as
writers, as documented by their high test scores. We want these students who are among those
currently exempted from first-year writing to be challenged and thus we propose to offer highperforming students the option of counting a writing-intensive course beyond the standard ENWR
course toward their first-year writing requirement. We believe this option will be valuable both
educationally and pedagogically, for it will give students who arrive with exceptional ability a chance to
join higher-level writing courses from the beginning, and it will ultimately offer departments beyond the
Writing Program an opportunity to teach writing-intensive courses to first-year students.
Finally, now is an opportune moment to change our First Writing Requirement because the exam on
which we currently base most of our exemptions—the SAT Writing Exam—has been significantly
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altered. From next year, it will be scored on a 24-point rather than 800-point system and it is no longer a
mandatory part of the SAT. Now that the writing exam is optional, many students will choose not to
take it, and it will therefore be far less effective in determining which students we identify as highly
accomplished.
Old Requirement
Students may meet the first writing requirement in one of two ways: by successfully completing one of the
first writing requirement-eligible ENWR courses, or by earning exemption.
For information on placement, go to http://www.engl.virginia.edu/undergraduate/writing/placement.
In brief, students are placed in the following courses or exemption paths:
•
•
•
•
•
•

ENWR 1505 & 1506 for students scoring below 500 on the SAT Writing Exam
ENWR 1507 & 1508 for multilingual students who need additional help with writing in English
ENWR 1510 for students scoring below 730 on the SAT Writing Exam
Exemption for students scoring 730 or higher on the SAT Writing Exam or 5 on AP Language &
Composition Exam
Exemption for students who submit a portfolio of essays deemed highly proficient by a
committee in the Writing Program
Exemption for transfer students who have taken an equivalent writing course at another
institution

New Requirement
Students may meet the first writing requirement in one of two ways: by successfully completing one of the
first writing requirement-eligible courses, or, if you are a transfer student, by earning exemption.
For information on placement, go to http://www.engl.virginia.edu/undergraduate/writing/placement.
Students would be placed in the following courses:
•
•
•
•
•

ENWR 1505 & 1506 for students scoring below 500 on SAT Reading and Writing Exam (often
called the SAT Verbal).
ENWR 1507 & 1508 for multilingual students who need additional help with writing in English.
ENWR 1510.
Another first writing requirement-eligible course approved by the Writing Program for students
scoring 5 on the AP Language and Composition Exam.
Exemption for transfer students who have taken an equivalent writing course at another
institution.

Notes to the New Requirement (not to be published in the Undergraduate Record)
As the wording of the introductory description indicates, the most substantive change lies in the fact
that only transfer students can be granted exemption. The other significant change is that first writing
requirement-eligible courses will include courses beyond ENWR courses, so “ENWR” has been
eliminated from the wording in the new requirement.
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The important addition here is the fourth bullet point, which gives high-performing students a wider
range of courses for completing the requirement. Current likely candidates for FWR-eligible courses for
these advanced students include ENLT 2100 – 2555 (Introductory Seminar in Literature); ENCW 2300 2600 (Introductory Seminars in Creative Writing); ENWR 2520 (Special Topics in Writing); and courses
proposed by other departments that are taught by faculty who have taken the Faculty Seminar on the
Teaching of Writing and that include writing instruction, multiple writing assignments, and opportunities
for students to revise their writing.
The AP Language and Composition Exam requires students to write three essays, so it works better as a
guide to writing competence that the SAT Reading and Writing Exam, which is all multiple choice. About
500 UVA students per year earn a 5 on the AP Exam—and it is these advanced students who, rather than
being given an exemption, would be offered a range of eligible courses beyond ENWR 1510 to meet the
first writing requirement.
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College and Graduate
School of Arts & Sciences
October 12, 2016
Dear Members of the Committee on Educational Policy and the Curriculum,
I write to express my strongest support for the enclosed proposal submitted by James Seitz, Director
of the Academic Writing Program, to change the requirements for Arts & Sciences students (who are
not Echols Scholars) to meet the first writing requirement.
I reviewed the proposal with colleagues from my office.
We considered the benefits that the proposed changes offer to Arts & Sciences students and how
those changes align with the School’s priorities for undergraduate education. These new rules would
require all students (with the exception of Echols Scholars) to engage in intensive writing courses from
the very beginning of their undergraduate careers, thus offering them an early opportunity to
strengthen their skills in written, oral and digital communication. For students entering as already
skilled writers—demonstrated by their high test scores—we would offer the option of counting a
higher level writing-intensive course, beyond the standard ENWR course, toward their first-year
writing requirement. Currently these students are exempted from first-year writing and miss the
opportunity to hone their writing skills at a level they would find challenging.
We also considered the central role writing has in the undergraduate experience we wish to provide to
Art & Sciences students and the fact that pre-college standardized tests cannot adequately substitute
for it. Numerous peer institutions have come to the same conclusion and established similar universal
writing requirements for their students.
In addition, during the past three years, Arts and Sciences has made a strong commitment to hiring
faculty in the Academic and Professional Writing Program and offered support for faculty across
disciplines through an annual Faculty Seminar on the Teaching of Writing. This extensive faculty
expertise both inside and outside the Writing Program assures long-term offering of an ambitious
writing curriculum for all first-year students.
James Seitz’s proposal to update this first writing requirement aligns with our prorities within the
School to enhance our undergraduate curriculum and it helps support the broad liberal arts foundation
we offer our students. It also brings us up to what is becoming the standard in writing among elite
universities.
In light of these considerations, I support this proposal enthusiastically.
With best regards,
Ian Baucom
Buckner W. Clay Dean of the College and Graduate School of Arts & Sciences
P.O. Box 400772 • Charlottesville, VA 22904-4772
Phone: 434-924-3389 • Fax: 434-924-1317
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Appendix D
Syllabus – ENPG 3800 (Tutoring Peer Writers)
ENPG-001 3800 TUTORING PEER WRITERS - Spring 2016
Tues./Thurs. 9:30-10:45 @ New Cabell 364
Professor Patricia Suzanne Sullivan
UVA E-mail: pss8m@virginia.edu
Office: 314 Bryan Hall (inside the Writing Center, office on the left).
Office Hours: Tues. 2-3 and Thurs. 2-4, also online and f2f by appointment.
Description: This course prepares undergraduates to tutor peer writers by introducing them to theories
of writing and practices of peer tutoring. Students will read in the field of writing instruction, research
primary materials (such as assignments and syllabi), observe tutors, and practice tutoring peer writers
under supervised and supportive circumstances. Successful completion of the course will allow students
to apply for part-time paid peer tutoring positions in the Writing Center (pending on funding,
availability, and other qualifications) in future academic semesters. Students may also use this course to
prepare for volunteering as writing tutors in their local communities.
Students from any major who are interested in tutoring academic writing in general and/or in specific
disciplines are encouraged to take this course. This course does not fulfill the Second Writing
Requirement.
Note that students must apply to take the course by contacting the professor (Patricia Sullivan:
pss8m@virginia.edu) directly for a brief application. Only undergraduates in their third or fourth year
who have already completed the Second Writing Requirement are eligible.
Required texts (available at bookstore; used is fine, just make sure book is correct edition).
1) Books:
Concepts in Composition: Theory and Practice in the Teaching of Writing, 2nd
edition. Irene Clark, Routledge, 2011. ISBN: 0415885164.
The Oxford Guide for Writing Tutors. Lauren Fitzgerald and Melissa Ianetta. Oxford
UP, 2015. ISBN: 0199941841.
2) UVA Collab:
I will regularly assign supplementary reading, which will be posted on Collab. Additionally, the majority
of the assignments you will write will be submitted or posted online thus you will need to become very
comfortable with Collab.
-Print texts as pdfs will be posted under “resources” on our course collab site.
-Online texts will be posted as links on our course collab site.
-Other digital texts (e.g. images, short films, audio files, etc.) will be posted on our Collab site
often, but not always.
3) Saving and Exchanging Files:
Since much, if not all, of the work for this course will be in some digital format and shared online, you
should develop the best approach that works for you in terms of saving and organizing your materials. I
find using UVA Box very handy, since I can organize my files there and then access them from anywhere
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I have an internet connection. For more information about storage and getting started:
http://its.virginia.edu/box/
I recommend naming files something very specific that identifies you, the assignment and the draft, e.g.,
“jones_michiganwc_research_notes” and then keep all your files in a folder for this course: ENPG 3800
Spring 2016. Obviously you can set up your computer anyway you want, but since I will request specific
files (I need to organize my electronic gradebook), consider using indicative file names.
Writings:
Writings for this course will include regular short response papers, grounded in the readings. Detailed
instructions for these short response papers will be posted on our course Collab site, but generally they
will be about 250-500 words, grounded in specific references to the text (quotation, paraphrase),
offering an initial analysis, interpretation or inquiry for discussion. I consider these exploratory pieces in
which you challenge yourself to work with difficult aspects of texts or ideas, as well as practice a range
of academic writing skills. Projects may also include materials such as proposals, research notes, drafts,
peer reviews, workshop response sheets, status reports on projects, reflective papers and selfevaluations. Due dates are tentative and subject to change.
Longer writing assignments will include original research, analyses, comparisons, inquiries, polished
academic essays, and evaluation of secondary sources, such as theoretical or critical articles.
In addition to readings and writings, some projects may invite or require other modalities such as oral
presentation or the use of other media (e.g., images, audio, hyperlinks) in the production of digital texts.
In particular, you will be required to keep and present an electronic portfolio (likely through Word Press,
though possible through Digication). Finally, while most of the reading and writing we will be doing will
be considered relatively “academic” in a broad sense (and we’ll explore what that means), there will also
be some opportunities to think imaginatively about and produce creatively our understanding of writing
and tutoring.
I will give written instructions in advance; we will discuss the assignments and criteria; you will get
feedback from peers and me, and have opportunities to revise. Note: your writing will be “public”
through peer reviews, small groups, and whole class workshops.
Grading: In order to pass a project, you need to have done all the work at a passing level. Once that
basic criterion has been met, then I will grade the quality of the work in your project portfolio (AD). Incomplete portfolios automatically fail. We will discuss portfolios in more detail during the
semester. Grade breakdown as follows:
Project 1: 30%
Project 2: 30%
Project 3: 40%
Support and Resources
Office: 220 Bryan Hall. E-mail: pss8m@virginia.edu
Office Hours: On grounds f2f office hours Tuesday 2-3 & Thursday 2-4, also by appointment. I am always
happy to chat about your work or the course. Feel free to drop by or e-mail me for an appointment
(setting an appointment is best since my office hours tend to get booked up quickly).
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Writing Center – http://www.engl.virginia.edu/undergraduate/writing/center
“We can help with drafting, revision, argument structure, and other special concerns. Several of our
tutors are trained specifically for ESL. Though we can offer help at every stage of the writing process, we
do not offer proofreading or editing services.”
Disabilities – http://www.virginia.edu/studenthealth/sdac/sdac.html
“All students with special needs requiring accommodations should present the appropriate paperwork
from the Learning Needs and Evaluation Center (LNEC). It is the student’s responsibility to present this
paperwork in a timely fashion and follow up with the instructor about the accommodations being
offered. Accommodations for test-taking (e.g., extended time) should be arranged at least X days before
an exam. The LNEC is located in the Department of Student Health and can be contacted at 2435180/5181.”
Digital Media Lab – http://www.library.virginia.edu/libraries/#dml
Note: The place to go for quiet recording spaces/audio booths, USB microphones for computers, Flip
and other digital video cameras and Macs loaded with Garage Band, i-photo, Photoshop, and i-movie for
project one and two. “Focusing on areas involving the convergence of media and technology, the Digital
Media Lab in the Robertson Media Center has a team of knowledgeable media professionals available
for consultation and project planning. These areas include digital imaging, audiovisual production and
post-production, physical interactivity, 2D/3D animation, mobile technologies, as well as visualization
and delivery of media content.”
UVA Libraries Research - http://www.library.virginia.edu/research/
Policies
Attendance – A seminar of this size requires regular attendance at class meetings. Students are allowed
one unexcused absence. After the two absences, the final grade may be severely affected. After two
absences, the instructor may advise the student to consider withdrawing and/or fail the student.
Moreover, if a student regularly comes late to class meetings, the instructor may begin to count such
tardiness as a class cut.
Students also have the right to a limited number of excused absences due to a religious observance,
illness, a death in the family, required participation in athletic events, or other equally serious and
unavoidable life circumstances. These will not count as unexcused absences if a student can provide a
doctor’s note or prescription, a note from a coach, or other similar written evidence. A missed class,
excused or not, does not exempt a student from the assigned work for that day.
Late Work – I don’t accept late work. If, for some reason, you need more time on an assignment, please
talk with me in advance about a possible extension.
Honor Code - Any student found cheating or plagiarizing will be given a failing grade for the course. The
instructor will consult an Honor advisor regarding the possibility of filing an official report to the Honor
Committee. If you are uncertain about your use of source material, please consult with me before
submitting work for a grade. For information more specifically pertaining to plagiarism please see:
http://www.virginia.edu/honor/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/PlagiarismSupplement2011.pdf
Honor Code and Plagiarism – http://www.virginia.edu/honor/
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ENPG 3800-001 Topics in Advanced Writing
*NOTE: Schedule subject to change.
Wk
Tues
1/19-1/21
X

Spring 2016
E-mail: pss8m@virginia.edu

Thurs
First class

1/26-1/28

Clark, “Process” [discuss faculty interview
project]

Clark, “Invention”

2/2-2/4

Clark, “Revision” [Note: Have scheduled a
tutoring session for a piece of your writing
for before 2/23]

Clark, “Audience/Voice and Style”

2/9-2/11

Clark, “Genre” [Post response to chapter on
forum in any genre, preferably a genre you
don't usually write in.]

Discuss long writing assignment 1, genres,
rhetorical situations, audience, criteria, etc.
Discuss interview with faculty.
Follow up on discussion of style, voice, and
genre.

2/16-2/18

1) Clark, “Writing in Multiple Media” and
2) Sorapure "Between the Modes"
3) Look at sample of writing portfolios (links
in folder under "resources" on Collab).
4) [Set up a draft (you can change theme and
details later!) of your Digication e-portfolio -see forum marked "e-portfolio" for
instructions. Include an "about me" section
with brief bio. Include a section on writing
and multiple media. Share portfolio link on
forum.
Clark et al, Klein, “Language and Diversity”
and review grammar chapter to catch up.
[Post short response to your e-portfolio,
share with prof, be prepared to share in
class.]

Clark, “Grammar” and read Hartwell
"Grammar, Grammars and the Teaching of
Grammar" [write a response to both in your
e-portfolio, share with me, be prepared to
share with class.]

2/23-2/25

3/1-3/3

NO CLASS – Individual CONFERENCES to
discuss Project 1 and Portfolio 1.

Draft of longer writing assignment 1 due for
in-class discussion. [Note: you should have
already had an appointment with a Writing
Center tutor so you can reflect on that
experience, as well as focus the peer
review.] Bring laptop for additional
discussion of portfolio 1.
Portfolio 1 due. Short presentation (>5
minutes).

3/8-3/10

SPRING

BREAK

3/15-3/17

Skim Fitzgerald and Ianetta, “Section III
Research Methods” 187-264
Bruffee, North, Bouquete et al

Fitzgerald and Ianetta, “Tutoring Writing:
What, Why, Where and When” AND
“Tutoring Practices”
Discuss: Observing in the Writing Center
and project 2 analyses.
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3/22-3/24

Fitzgerald and Ianetta, “Authoring Processes
/Tutor and Writer Identities / Tutoring and
Writing in and Across the Disciplines”

ESL tutoring revisited, Clark “Non-Native
Speakers of English” & other readings TBA
on Collab.
Discuss project 3 inquiry papers, possible
topics, and panels.

3/29-3/31

NO CLASS - Tutor observations
Open office hours to discuss projects 2 and
3. See Collab for sign up.

NO CLASS - Tutor observations
Open office hours to discuss project 2 and
3. See Collab.

4/5-4/7

Project 2 analytical reflection on
observations due.
Discuss observations and write ups.

Discuss Project 3 inquiry papers, possible
topics, panels.

4/12-4/12

Mock tutor in class.

Brief reflection on mock tutoring. Discuss.
Status reports on inquiries.

4/19-4/21

Bring laptops with research notes, copies of
research articles, and draft. If you don’t want
to bring a laptop or equivalent, please bring
printouts of your drafts, notes, articles, etc.
The more writing you bring, the more
feedback you can get on how your inquiry is
developing, the quality and range of your
sources and the complexity of your
engagement with chosen texts. (Review
general criteria for inquiry essay) I strongly
recommend that you bring at least three or
four pages of writing on your essay (can be
body paragraphs or first few pages, but
should be sentences and paragraphs, not
bulleted item or outline)
We are likely to spend about 30 minutes
discussing how research and materials/text
engagement are going. And then 45 minutes
peer reviewing whatever writing you’ve
brought.

4/26-4/28

Panel Presentations and discussion

Draft peer review. Post to Digication a draft
of your essay. It can be a bit unpolished but
it should have a beginning, middle and end.
Why an end so soon? Because the end is
often where a writer feels compelled to
answer the “so what?” question and/or
where ideas come to crystallization, ideas
that can often be used to reframe/revise an
introduction.
We will spend about 45 minutes working on
peer review and discussing writing
questions, challenges, and strategies.
Reverse outlining.
Developing complexity and addressing a
range of perspectives on your inquiry.
Other issues relevant to your process and
essay.
Spend about 20-30 minutes discussing
presentation expectations, what makes a
good presentation, visitors in our audience,
etc.
Panel Presentations and discussions wrap
up

5/3

LAST CLASS – Finish panel presentations and
discussion. Wrap up course.

5/10

[[ONLINE: Revised final paper and
documents due with reflection (posted to
your Digication portfolio) Project 3]]
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Appendix E
QEP Oversight Committee Appointment Letter

O F F I C E of the EXECUTIVE
VICE PRESIDENT and PROVOST

May 12, 2017

Mr. James Seitz
Associate Professor and Director, Academic and Professional Writing Program
Dear James,
Every 10 years, the University goes through federal accreditation by the Southern Association of
Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC). As part of that process, the University
develops a Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) focused on learning outcomes and/or the environment
supporting student learning aligned with the mission of the institution. We recently had our QEP
focused on "Creating a Culture of Writing" approved by the SACSCOC On-Site Reaffirmation Committee.
For your benefit, I am including an executive summary of the QEP. With input from the Deans, I am
assembling a group of faculty to provide direction for implementation of the QEP. Accordingly, I invite
you to serve on the QEP Oversight Committee which will be chaired by Archie Holmes, Vice Provost for
Academic Affairs.
The main charges for the QEP Oversight Committee are to monitor the implementation progress,
address challenges and opportunities that surface during the five year QEP time frame, recommend
modifications to the plan as required, and participate in the annual evaluation of the QEP, which will be
summarized yearly in a report. Oversight Committee m e m b e r s also will be responsible for
communicating with leadership in their schools on progress and key issues. In terms of workload, the
Oversight Committee will meet quarterly, with processing of materials in b e t w e e n meetings. Your
initial term would b e for two years. You will receive additional information on the QEP, including a
description of the strategies and initiatives the University plans to implement, in advanced of the
Committee's first meeting that will take place in fall 2 0 1 7 .
I hope you will accept my invitation to serve the University in this critical endeavor. Your perspective
and input are essential to the successful implementation of this plan. Should you have any questions
about this request, please email Archie at ah7sj@virginia.edu. I would appreciate it if you contact
Archie by May 2 6 to confirm your willingness to serve in this regard.
Sincerely,

Tom Katsouleas
Executive Vice President and Provost
c:

Archi e Holmes, Vice Provost for Academic Affairs
Ian Baucom, Dean, College and Graduate School of Arts and Sciences

Madison Hall 207
P.O. Box 400226 • Charlottesville, VA 22904-4308
Phone: 434-982-2362 • Fax: 434-924-1497
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