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Executive Summary

The topic of the Edward Waters University (EWU) Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) arose from
open-ended survey questions, focus groups, as well as data from institutional assessments
conducted in 2013? The institution sought broad-based support by collecting feedback from
alumni, faculty, staff, and community members. Frank and open dialogues were held to allow a
broad-based constituency to speak about the strengths and weaknesses of Edward Water’s
University’s academic programs. That data and the emergent conversations informed by the data
produced a collectively developed topic: writing. That topic, particularly as articulated as an
intersection of priority of students, alumni, faculty, staff, and community members indicated that
a primary deficiency at Edward Waters University (then Edward Waters College) was that student
ability to engage in professional and academic language after exiting Edward Waters College was
lacking. Now, Edward Waters University has maintained that focus, not only as a topic, but as a
value that motivates and informs all aspects of the QEP. Simply, the Edward Waters University
Quality Enhancement Plan Topic is not just “Writing” it may be best understood as “Writing for
Student Success and Empowerment.” As the QEP has changed and evolved, Edward Waters
University has set four goals for itself that evidence suggests will promote student writing success
professionally, academically, and in their pursuit of personal growth and empowerment in a system
of marginalization and injustice.

Introduction to the Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP)

Edward Waters University (EWU) is committed to fostering student success through academic
excellence, intellectual engagement, and the cultivation of critical skills essential for lifelong
learning. At the heart of this commitment is the university’s Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP),
which seeks to enhance student achievement in writing—a fundamental skill that underpins
academic and professional success. Rooted in contemporary composition pedagogy and informed
by principles of equity, inclusion, and student-centered learning, the QEP represents a
transformative initiative designed to support students as they develop their writing abilities across
disciplines.

The overarching goal of the QEP is to increase student success in writing by reshaping the
university’s composition curriculum, refining instructional approaches, and centralizing academic
support services. To accomplish this, the QEP is guided by four key goals:

(1) First, the English Composition program will be redesigned (and regularly be reevaluated)
using Dynamic Criteria Mapping (DCM), ensuring that instruction remains localized,
responsive to current scholarship, and assessable. This approach will provide students with
consistent, scaffolded instruction that reflects the expertise of EWU faculty and
contemporary composition theories.

(2) Second, the composition sequence will be streamlined and targeted to meet students’
individual needs through a Directed Self-Placement system, allowing students to choose



between a traditional Composition | or Composition | Studio course. Additionally, students
who face challenges at midterm will have the opportunity to transition into the Composition
| Studio course to receive enhanced academic support.

(3) Beyond the composition program, the QEP also seeks to expand writing instruction across
disciplines. The third goal of the QEP is to establish a Writing Across the Curriculum
(WAC) program that equips faculty in all fields with the tools necessary to effectively
assign and assess writing. By embedding writing instruction into various disciplines, EWU
ensures that students develop strong, transferable writing skills throughout their academic
careers.

(4) Finally, the QEP aims to centralize academic support services through the establishment
of a Learning Commons. This integrated space will unify the Writing Center, TCAPs, the
Apple Lab, and Library resources, creating a seamless support system where students can
access interdisciplinary academic assistance in one location. (See Appendix B for images
of the completed Learning Commons).

Conceptual Framework

The theoretical foundation of this initiative is grounded in contemporary research on writing
pedagogy, linguistic diversity, and inclusive education. Studies highlight the importance of
recognizing students’ diverse linguistic backgrounds and ensuring that writing instruction does not
marginalize non-dominant modes of expression. Scholars such as Davila (2017) and Inoue (2015)
critique traditional approaches to Standard Edited American English (SEAE) and advocate for
pedagogies that validate students’ linguistic identities while equipping them with the tools to
navigate academic discourse. Additionally, research on intersectionality (Hooks, 1984)
underscores the need for writing programs that acknowledge the interconnectedness of race, class,
gender, and language, ensuring that students from historically marginalized backgrounds receive
equitable support. These theoretical perspectives provide the guiding principles for EWU’s QEP,
ensuring that the university’s approach to writing instruction is rigorous, inclusive, and responsive
to student needs.

Through the implementation of the QEP, Edward Waters University reaffirms its dedication to
fostering a learning environment where all students can thrive as writers, scholars, and
professionals. By integrating research-driven pedagogical strategies, creating flexible learning
pathways, and enhancing academic support structures, the QEP will serve as a catalyst for long-
term student success. This document will outline the theoretical and pedagogical grounding for
these initiatives, establishing the foundation upon which specific recommendations and action
plans will be built.

Alignment of the QEP with Edward Waters University’s Strategic Plan



Edward Waters University’s Strategic Plan, Eminence 2025 outlines a bold vision for institutional
growth, academic excellence, and student success. (See Appendix A). This vision is deeply
intertwined with the Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP), which seeks to transform writing
instruction and support services to enhance student learning, retention, and professional readiness.
The QEP aligns with multiple strategic priorities by reinforcing academic rigor, student-centered
learning, and institutional effectiveness.

Strategic Priority 1: Academic Excellence and Student Success

EWU’s strategic goal of fostering academic excellence and student success is at the core of the
QEP. Writing is a critical academic skill, and by enhancing writing instruction across disciplines,
the QEP directly contributes to student learning outcomes and persistence. The four QEP goals
align with this strategic priority in the following ways:

e Redesigning the English Composition Program (Goal 1) ensures that students receive
consistent, research-driven instruction that improves their writing abilities from their first
year onward. By using Dynamic Criteria Mapping, faculty can continuously refine
assessment strategies to align with current pedagogical research.

e Directed Self-Placement and Studio Course Interventions (Goal 2) provide targeted
academic support, allowing students to self-select a learning pathway that best meets their
needs while offering additional support for those who need it. This initiative increases
retention and academic persistence, reinforcing EWU’s commitment to equitable learning
opportunities.

e Writing Across the Curriculum (Goal 3) strengthens writing skills beyond composition
courses, ensuring that students develop writing proficiency applicable to their majors and
future careers. This initiative reflects EWU’s goal of integrating writing instruction into all
disciplines to improve student outcomes.

e The Learning Commons (Goal 4) fosters a centralized, interdisciplinary support system
that enables students to engage with peer tutoring, research assistance, and faculty
mentorship in one location. This initiative aligns with EWU’s emphasis on providing
holistic academic support that enhances student engagement and persistence.

Strategic Priority 2: Student Engagement and Campus Experience

The QEP is not only about academic development but also about fostering a supportive and
engaging learning environment. EWU’s Strategic Plan prioritizes student engagement, and the
QEP contributes to this goal by:

e Providing accessible and collaborative academic spaces, such as the Learning Commons,
where students can work together, access resources, and develop confidence in their
writing abilities.

o Encouraging faculty-student interaction through Writing Across the Curriculum initiatives,
ensuring that writing instruction is a collaborative, student-centered process rather than an
isolated classroom experience.



o Empowering students through writing by fostering their ability to navigate academic,
professional, and personal discourse, preparing them for success after graduation.
Strategic Priority 3: Institutional Effectiveness and Capacity Building
A key component of institutional effectiveness is the ability to assess and continuously improve
academic programs. The QEP contributes to institutional assessment efforts by:
o Developing data-driven writing assessment models that ensure student learning is
measured, evaluated, and refined over time.
o Standardizing writing assessment and instructional approaches across the university,
improving faculty alignment and curriculum coherence.
o Enhancing professional development opportunities for faculty through training in Dynamic
Criteria Mapping, Writing Across the Curriculum, and inclusive writing pedagogy.

By establishing consistent programmatic assessment, the QEP supports EWU’s strategic vision for
institutional effectiveness, accreditation compliance, and long-term student success.

The Development of the QEP

At the inception of the Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP), Edward Waters University (EWU)
conducted an institutional assessment using surveys and analyzing student success rates that
revealed significant deficiencies in student writing proficiency. Data from the original QEP
highlights the key challenges that necessitated a renewed institutional focus on writing instruction
and student support.

Survey Data Overview

The previous QEP incorporated survey data collected from faculty, staff, alumni, Board of
Trustees, students, and community members to identify institutional challenges. Surveys were
initially distributed in person at events such as the Faculty Institute and Alumni Breakfast in 2013
before transitioning to digital distribution via Moodle for broader access. Student engagement
efforts, including collaboration with the Student Government Association and incentives like free
keychains, encouraged participation. Additionally, focus groups were conducted in November
2013, reinforcing the survey findings, despite some sessions lacking formal recordings due to
technical issues.

The surveys and focus groups confirmed significant concerns regarding student writing
proficiency, aligning with standardized test results (CAAP, AccuPlacer) and developmental course
performance. A 14-item Writing Survey was later conducted to assess the writing challenges
students faced across disciplines. Findings emphasized the need for stronger support in plagiarism
awareness, idea development, sentence structure, and APA-style documentation, as well as
consistent faculty instruction on writing fundamentals and academic integrity.

Survey Data Population and Results



e Survey respondents:
o 13 faculty members
11 staff members
10 alumni
10 members of the Board of Trustees
160 students
24 community members
Student survey participation boosted by SGA outreach and incentives
o Focus groups conducted in November 2013 with 46 students
e Survey findings:
o Common writing challenges identified:
= Students struggled with plagiarism awareness
= Students needed support in idea development and clarity
= Students demonstrated issues with sentence structure
= Students lacked proficiency in APA-style documentation
o Faculty concerns:
= Faculty expressed the need for consistent writing instruction across
disciplines
= Faculty identified gaps in research and academic integrity training

O O O O O O

These results directly informed the QEP’s focus on revising the composition curriculum, faculty
development, and expanding Writing Across the Curriculum initiatives.

Writing Deficiencies Among Incoming Students

e Only 10% of incoming EWU students were considered college-ready in writing based on
placement assessments.

e 90% of first-year students required developmental coursework before being prepared for
college-level writing.

o Standardized assessments such as AccuPlacer and CAAP were used to measure student
writing performance, revealing persistent struggles in grammar, argumentation, and
organization.

Impact on Student Success and Retention

e Poor writing skills were correlated with lower success rates in coursework and contributed
to challenges in student retention.

o Students who struggled with writing in general education courses exhibited difficulties
across multiple disciplines, reinforcing the need for a cohesive approach to writing
instruction.

o Faculty identified writing proficiency as a key barrier to academic performance and student
achievement.

Justification for the QEP’s Focus on Writing



In response to these challenges, EWU’s original QEP was designed to:

Revise English Composition | & 11 courses to strengthen foundational writing instruction.
Implement standardized pre- and post-writing assessments to track student progress.
Introduce portfolio-based writing assessment to evaluate students’ development over time.
Enhance faculty engagement in writing instruction through training and curriculum
alignment.

el A =

Institutional Commitment to Student Success

The data from placement assessments and faculty feedback confirmed that writing was a critical
area for intervention. The QEP provided a structured approach to writing instruction that aimed to
improve student outcomes, increase retention, and prepare graduates for professional success.

By placing a strategic emphasis on writing as a core academic and career competency, EWU (then
EWC) sought to enhance student preparedness, increase engagement, and create a stronger
foundation for lifelong learning.

QEP Redesign — Will reference “QEP Companion Piece” in Appendix

According to SACSCOC, “The new QEP should be derived from an assessment of its previous
QEP, have distinct goals and institutional outcomes, and should continue to focus on student
learning outcomes and/or student success.” Following the submission of the 2020 Impact Report
for the Mighty Write! QEP, an ongoing and comprehensive assessment revealed that the existing
framework no longer aligned with contemporary composition pedagogy and writing program
administration scholarship. Recognizing the need for a more responsive and justice-oriented
approach, EWU maintained its commitment to writing education while redefining its goals and
outcomes to better align with the university’s strategic plan and evolving disciplinary knowledge.
The updated QEP framework integrates Dynamic Criteria Mapping as a means to articulate clear
programmatic values derived from the expertise of EWU’s English faculty. Rather than imposing
externally derived metrics, this approach centers faculty and student voices, ensuring that
assessment practices reflect the lived experiences and diverse linguistic strengths of the EWU
community. Grounded in socially just pedagogies, the process employs anti-racist theories as one
heuristic within a broader framework of equity-driven, student-centered assessment. Through
DCM, the university has generated locally defined program values, student learning outcomes
(SLOs), and corresponding assessments that affirm students’ varied literacies and cultural
knowledge.

In short, when fully realized, this plan establishes a holistic, justice-informed writing program that
is assessable, equitable, and reflective of the university’s mission. While the QEP continues to
prioritize student learning outcomes, it now places additional emphasis on student success,
retention, and persistence, reinforcing EWU’s commitment to fostering an inclusive and
empowering educational environment.



Redesign with Dynamic Criteria Mapping

The EWU QEP is grounded in anti-racist writing assessment, composition, and pedagogy. Much
of the foundational theory here emerges from presentations at the Conference on College
Composition and Communication (CCCC) 2022, attended by QEP Director Megan Crowley-
Watson. Crowley-Watson articulated that her engagement with the research that led to the
development of the QEP redesign occurred as follows: Many presentations discussed the problem
of standard language ideology, but none offered solutions. Mary Stewart, in her presentation
“Confronting Lip Service: Applying Iterative, Data-Driven, Antiracist Writing Program
Assessment to Connect Programmatic Policies with Classroom Practices,” offered a roadmap for
moving forward toward anti-racist writing assessment, though. In her program, they performed a
Disparate Impact Analysis (Poe et al., 2014) and then Dynamic Criteria Mapping.

Disparate Impact Analysis is intended to determine if an assessment has a negative impact on a
particular group, such as students of color. Considering EWU’s demographics, this analysis would
not yield meaningful results since there is not a large enough body of white students for
comparison. While 20% of EWU students are not Black, most of those students are of Hispanic
origin. Instead, it was determined that the best approach would be to start with Dynamic Criteria
Mapping to allow for local, context-based assessment.

Dynamic Criteria Mapping is a process in which faculty evaluate student sample texts, meet to
discuss their evaluations, and then map those evaluative criteria to initiate a discussion about the
program’s values. These values were then used to chart a path forward for the program, with the
continued input of faculty. Bob Broad’s Dynamic Criteria Mapping was selected because it “yields
a detailed, complex, and useful portrait of any writing program’s evaluative dynamics” (Broad,
2003, p. 13). Much of EWU’s writing program identity was shaped by standardized psychometric
assessment and common core curriculum rather than being locally designed to serve EWU
students. Broad based his model for assessment on Huot’s Principles for a New Theory and
Practice of Writing Assessment, in which writing assessment is site-based, locally controlled,
context-sensitive, rhetorically based, and accessible (Huot, 2002, p. 105). Dynamic Criteria
Mapping provided the writing program at Edward Waters University with an authentic set of
values generated by the teaching faculty.

Anti-Racist Scholarship in Composition and Example Anti-Racist Programs

In the scholarship of English Composition, there are several common “answers” to the problem of
Standard Language ldeology (Young, 2010; Davila, 2017; Watson, 2018). The most prevalent
include Labor-Based Grading and Black Linguistic Justice. CCCC 2022 made it evident that the
work of Asao Inoue would be essential to the development and implementation of the QEP,
conceptually if not practically. The work of April Baker-Bell and Staci Perryman-Clark also
informs the QEP through recent NCTE publications.



Labor-Based Grading

In his books, Antiracist Writing Assessment Ecologies: Teaching and Assessing Writing for a
Socially Just Future (2015) and Labor-Based Grading Contracts: Building Equity and Inclusion in
the Compassionate Writing Classroom (2019), Asao Inoue outlines a process for using grading
contracts as a method of anti-racist writing assessment. These contracts establish the specific
requirements students must meet to achieve a particular grade instead of grading each individual
sample of student writing. Inoue argues that this method enables students of color to use their labor
to counteract the racism embedded in the Standard Language Ideology found in current-traditional
English pedagogy.

While this is an admirable goal, the process can create significant labor for faculty members who
are already overloaded. It was determined that Inoue’s exact process may be too burdensome for
implementation at EWU. However, his general concept remains instrumental in the development
of the interventions and assessments in this QEP.

The Problem of Quantitative Assessment in Anti-Racist Writing Scholarship
In her development of the QEP strategy, Crowley-Watson articulated the following:

In the field of composition, there are many scholars who have shaped the field, but few
focus on assessment and none on program assessment (that | can find, anyhow). Asao Inoue
popularized the system of labor-based grading and grading contracts in writing assessment.
This assessment is meant to award a student a grade, though, not perform program
assessment. Staci Perryman-Clark provides a roadmap for creating an anti-racist writing
program (Lockett et al., 2019), but does not discuss how to assess it either. Therefore, this
program will be attempting something new: program assessment for accreditation that is
informed by anti-racist composition pedagogy and assessment.

Through this process Director Crowley-Watson determined DCM to be the most effective means
by which to develop an assessment protocol best suited to the Edward Waters University student
population.

Literature Review

For the purpose of improving students’ writing at Edward Waters University, it is essential to
consider not only the academic rigor that the university aims to uphold but also the diverse
linguistic and cultural backgrounds of its student body. The research highlights the importance of
developing a writing program that both respects and embraces the unique communication styles
of Edward Waters University’s students, many of whom navigate a variety of dialects and modes
of expression. In this way, the research underscores that the Edward Waters University Quality
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Enhancement Plan should maintain rigorous academic standards while supporting students’
struggles as they adapt to a new writing paradigm—one that does not undermine the value and
importance of their own modes of communication.

A significant body of literature addresses the tension between Standard Edited American English
(SEAE) and the linguistic diversity found in student populations like those at Edward Waters
University. Davila (2017) critiques the widely accepted notion of SEAE as neutral, arguing that
this colorblind approach to writing instruction inadvertently marginalizes students whose primary
modes of communication are outside the dominant academic discourse. As Davila notes,
“colorblindness is a product and producer of whiteness, the race-based ideology of neutrality and
standardness” (154), and this practice perpetuates the idea that SEAE is a “neutral, clear, widely
accessible, and nonindexical” standard (168). The findings from Davila’s study suggest that
instructors at Edward Waters should explicitly acknowledge SEAE as one academic dialect among
many, fostering an environment where students can engage with academic writing on their own
terms without feeling devalued. For the QEP at Edward Waters, this means creating a space where
students understand when and why they must engage with SEAE, while also empowering them to
see their own linguistic practices as valid and valuable.

Similarly, de Mieller and Ruiz (2017) emphasize the need for Writing Program Administrators
(WPAs) and faculty to confront the racialized structures embedded in writing programs, which
often fail to account for how race and language intersect in the writing classroom. Their study
confirms that “many writing programs either do not consider or only marginally consider race
when developing and administering their writing programs” (20). They argue that while faculty of
color often engage in antiracist practices, white faculty are more resistant to such approaches
unless “provided with more research” (35). At Edward Waters University, the QEP should address
this gap by ensuring that all faculty members are equipped with the tools and knowledge to
implement antiracist writing pedagogy. This will help to ensure that all students—particularly
those from marginalized linguistic backgrounds—receive the support they need to succeed in their
writing development.

The Writing Across the Curriculum movement, as highlighted in the literature, provides a
framework that could enhance the Edward Waters University QEP by embedding writing
instruction throughout multiple disciplines. Research from the International Network of Writing
Across the Curriculum Programs underscores that WAC is defined by its pedagogy, emphasizing
writing as a rhetorical, process-driven, and learning-centered activity. Such an approach aligns
with the QEP’s aim to integrate writing instruction into various fields of study rather than isolating
it within English composition courses. Furthermore, McLeod and Soven (2000) argue that writing
pedagogy in WAC programs should shift away from passive lecture models and instead
incorporate active learning strategies, reinforcing writing as a dynamic process of discovery and
engagement.
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Additionally, the incorporation of high-impact pedagogical practices into the writing curriculum
can improve student engagement and retention. Research by Anderson, Anson, Gonyea, and Paine
(2016) found that “interactive writing processes, meaning-making writing tasks, and clear writing
expectations” contribute to deep learning and personal development. This evidence suggests that
writing should not merely be a method of assessment but also a fundamental tool for cognitive
development. By embedding these principles into the QEP, Edward Waters University can create
a writing-intensive environment where students across all disciplines are encouraged to view
writing as a tool for critical thinking and academic success.

Inoue’s (2015) work on antiracist writing assessment provides further insight into how writing
programs can transform traditional assessment practices to be more inclusive of diverse linguistic
and cultural backgrounds. By highlighting the ways in which conventional assessments often
privilege a white-dominant discourse, Inoue encourages educators to rethink how they evaluate
student writing. He states that “students of color, which includes multilingual students, are often
hurt by conventional writing assessment that uncritically uses a dominant discourse, which is
informed by an unnamed white racial habitus” (16). For the QEP, this means moving beyond
traditional grading systems that often penalize students for their linguistic differences, and instead
adopting assessment models that recognize and reward the effort and process of writing. Inoue’s
labor-based grading contracts (2019) provide a useful framework for this shift, prioritizing student
engagement and participation rather than rigid adherence to SEAE. He argues, “our pedagogies
and writing philosophies are warm, soft, social, and inviting, but our assessment ecologies are
cold, hard, individualistic (even selfish), and discouraging” (73). By integrating such models,
Edward Waters University can create a more equitable and supportive learning environment for
all students, where their labor in the writing process is acknowledged and valued.

Yancey (1999) similarly critiques traditional writing assessment models and advocates for
portfolio-based and self-reflective assessments that give students greater agency in their writing
development. She argues that writing assessment should shift from a strictly product-oriented
model to one that values process, self-reflection, and rhetorical awareness. As she explains,
“portfolios offer students the opportunity to become the authors not only of their own texts but of
their own assessment” (130). This perspective aligns with the goals of the QEP, which seeks to
create a writing program that supports students in their individual writing journeys while
maintaining rigorous academic standards. By incorporating portfolio-based assessments, the QEP
can foster a more flexible and student-centered approach to evaluating writing.

Ultimately, the literature suggests that for Edward Waters University’s QEP to be truly effective,
it must move beyond traditional models of writing instruction and assessment. It should aim to
create an academic space that not only maintains high standards of writing but also actively
supports students as they navigate the challenges of adapting to academic writing conventions. In
doing so, the QEP can ensure that students at Edward Waters University are equipped with the
skills they need to succeed in academic and professional contexts, while also embracing and
celebrating the linguistic diversity they bring to the classroom. As Inoue notes, the key is to
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“maintain socially just conditions for learning by ensuring equitable opportunities to receive all
final course grades possible” (285), which directly aligns with the mission of Edward Waters
University to foster a diverse and inclusive academic environment.

QEP Goals

Overarching QEP Goal: Increased student success in writing.

QEP Goal 1: To redesign the English Composition program through Dynamic Criteria Mapping
to make it more localized, responsive to current scholarship, and assessable.

Intended Outcome: Students will receive consistent and scaffolded instruction rooted in the
expertise of EWU faculty and contemporary composition pedagogy.

QEP Goal 2: To create a streamlined and more targeted composition sequence that responds to
individual students’ needs.

Intended Outcome: Students will be offered the choice of a traditional Composition I or
Composition | Studio course via a Directed Self-Placement system. Additionally, Students
struggling at midterm will have the option to transition to Composition | Studio to access enhanced
academic support in a more structured environment.

QEP Goal 3: To construct a Writing Across the Curriculum program that supports faculty in all
disciplines as they assign and assess writing.

Intended Outcome: Students will experience sound writing pedagogy throughout their degree
programs.

QEP Goal 4: To centralize academic support on campus in a Learning Commons, integrating the
Writing Center, TCAPs, the Apple Lab, and Library resources to utilize resources better, and
develop a writing centered learning community of support, safety, and professionalism in JWJ.
Intended Outcome: Students will have a safe, comprehensive, easy-to-access space for academic
support at EWU to reduce confusion and make their academic support experience more efficient
and interdisciplinary.

QEP Goals as Research-Based

The goals of the Quality Enhancement Plan at Edward Waters University are grounded in
contemporary research on writing pedagogy, student success, and equity-driven education. By
aligning its initiatives with established scholarship, EWU ensures that the QEP is both theoretically
sound and practically effective in fostering student achievement in writing.

Goal 1: Redesigning the English Composition Program Through Dynamic Criteria Mapping

The QEP’s first goal—to redesign the English Composition program using Dynamic Criteria
Mapping—is supported by research on localized and responsive writing assessment. Studies
indicate that traditional standardized rubrics often fail to capture the complexities of student
writing and may not reflect the values of diverse academic communities (Yancey, 1999). DCM
allows for an evolving, context-specific assessment strategy that integrates faculty expertise and
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student needs, ensuring that writing instruction remains dynamic and adaptable (Inoue, 2015). This
approach aligns with contemporary composition pedagogy, which emphasizes formative
assessment and iterative feedback as key drivers of student improvement (Elbow, 1997).

Goal 2: Creating a Composition Studio Course

Research underscores the importance of structured, intensive writing support for students who
require additional assistance in foundational composition courses. The creation of a Composition
Studio course, which replaces EWC 200 and integrates additional writing support into ENC 1101,
is aligned with best practices in developmental education. Scholars highlight that studio models
provide a low-stakes, high-support environment where students can engage in individualized and
small-group instruction, fostering increased confidence and competence in writing (Adler-Kassner
& Wardle, 2015). Directed Self-Placement (DSP) has also been shown to empower students by
allowing them to take ownership of their learning while receiving guidance based on their
preparedness for college-level writing (Gere et al., 2010). Moreover, offering a midterm transition
option for struggling students aligns with research advocating for flexible and responsive
remediation strategies (Hassel & Giordano, 2013). (See Appendix | for sample studio course
schedule).

Goal 3: Establishing a Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) Program

The QEP’s third goal—to develop a Writing Across the Curriculum program—rests on decades of
research advocating for discipline-integrated writing instruction. Studies confirm that embedding
writing instruction across various fields enhances students’ ability to transfer writing skills
between contexts (Bazerman et al., 2005). Faculty development is a crucial component of
successful WAC initiatives, as instructors across disciplines must be equipped with strategies to
effectively assign and assess writing (Thaiss & Zawacki, 2006). Furthermore, research on writing-
to-learn pedagogy suggests that frequent, low-stakes writing assignments improve critical thinking
and content mastery across subjects (Bean, 2011).

Additionally, portfolio-based assessment has been identified as an effective means of evaluating
student writing development over time. Yancey (1999) argues that portfolios provide a more
comprehensive and equitable assessment method by capturing the complexity of student writing
across multiple contexts. This research has directly influenced EWU’s decision to transition to a
new Learning Management System (LMS) that supports ePortfolios, ensuring that student progress
can be documented and assessed in a manner consistent with best practices in composition studies.
By implementing ePortfolios, EWU reinforces its commitment to reflective, process-oriented
writing instruction and meaningful assessment. (See Appendix H for a graphic of the ePortfolio
series).
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Goal 4: Centralizing Academic Support Through a Learning Commons

The final QEP goal—establishing a Learning Commons and continuing to develop an effective,
writing-centered learning community in the James Weldon Johnson Building (JWJ)—builds on
research demonstrating the benefits of centralized academic support services. Studies indicate that
students are more likely to utilize tutoring, writing centers, and research assistance when these
resources are integrated into a single, accessible space (Lunsford & Ede, 2011). Additionally,
interdisciplinary support structures encourage collaboration between academic departments and
student services, creating a more cohesive learning environment (Geller et al., 2016).

Moreover, research on learning environments and student engagement highlights that well-
designed academic spaces contribute to student retention, engagement, and achievement (BMC
Medical Education, 2024). A safe, inclusive, and academically appropriate physical space fosters
student learning outcomes by enhancing access to resources and reducing barriers to participation.
The Learning Commons at EWU serves as a dedicated environment that promotes academic rigor
while offering holistic student support in a centralized, professional, and student-friendly setting.

Further, Gensler’s research on education and the BIPOC student experience underscores the
critical importance of learning spaces designed to support marginalized communities. The report
highlights that BIPOC students thrive in academic environments that are intentionally inclusive,
physically inviting, and culturally affirming (Gensler, 2023). As EWU continues to renovate and
modernize JWJ to serve as a hub for academic support, the Learning Commons will prioritize
student accessibility, safety, and academic excellence—ensuring that students, particularly those
from historically marginalized backgrounds, feel welcomed, supported, and empowered in their
learning environment.

By grounding its QEP initiatives in established research, Edward Waters University affirms its
commitment to evidence-based approaches in writing instruction and student support. These
strategies collectively enhance student engagement, retention, and academic success, ensuring that
all learners have the opportunity to develop as confident and competent writers within an
empowering academic space.



Redésigning SLOs
using Dynamic
Criteria Mapping

To redesign the English Composition program through
Dynamic Criteria Mapping to make it more localized,
responsive to current scholarship, and assessable.
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Goal Planning and Development for the Redesigned QEP

Goal 1. Redesigning SLOs using Dynamic Criteria Mapping

QEP Goal 1: To redesign the English Composition program through Dynamic Criteria Mapping
to make it more localized, responsive to current scholarship, and assessable.

Intended Outcome: Students will receive consistent and scaffolded instruction rooted in the
expertise of EWU faculty and contemporary composition pedagogy.

Stages of Development

Pre-Work: Plan Development

Stage 1: Dynamic Criteria Mapping with Anti-racist heuristic (Fall 2022- August- October)
Stage 2: Mission Development (Fall 2022- October- December)

Stage 3: Student Learning Outcomes and Goals Development (Spring 2023- January-March)
Stage 4: Assessment Plan Development (Spring 2023-March-May)

Stage 4: Program Deployment (Fall 2023)

Stage 5: Program Assessment (Spring 2024)

Stage 6: Program Reflection and Reassessment (Fall 2024)

Pre-Work: Plan Development

During the Summer of 2022, Director Crowley-Watson researched and wrote the plan outline. In
Fall 2022, she introduced Plan to the English Faculty and she performed a Strengths, Weaknesses,
Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) analysis of the previous SLOs. Faculty were concerned by
lack of attendance, low submission rates, lack of a WAC program, plagiarism, and what they
considered to be “low uptake” of the suggestions made to students for revision. Additionally, one
of the major concerns was the lack of placement and perceived gaps in knowledge and readiness
gaps between students that creates the need for widely differentiated instruction in the classroom.
Faculty were optimistic about the opportunities to make composition more relevant and practical,
incorporate more modes of writing, and the current scholarship in anti-racist writing pedagogy,
especially using a linguistic point of view to teach composition.

Stage 1: Dynamic Criteria Mapping

August 2022- October 2022

During the Spring 2022 portfolio review, faculty members were asked to choose two portfolios
that they would like to discuss as a group when we returned in the Fall. They were instructed to
choose portfolios that demonstrated as many kinds of rhetorical successes and failures as possible
and samples that would likely generate disagreement among the faculty when assessed. The texts
were gathered and printed and distributed as binders in August of 2022. Faculty were asked to
grade them as pass or fail and to be prepared to explain why. They were also directed to make
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whatever markings on the text they felt were necessary. These markings and assessments are the
basis for the Dynamic Criteria Mapping sessions that followed. In September 2022, the English
faculty met several times to articulate the values we noted in our assessments. They also discussed
and debated the assessments the other faculty members had made. These meetings were
transcribed to create qualitative data. Then Director Crowley-Watson coded the qualitative data
using open coding. In October 2022 they met for criteria mapping. Crowley-Watson provided all
the coding, original transcripts, and notes to the faculty for review and correction. Faculty were
asked to review all of the coding, Faculty then met and discussed the coding and used it to generate
a list of values using the anti-racist heuristics detailed in the literature review.

Stage 2: Mission Development

January 2023-February 2023
In January 2023, the English faculty met to review the values generated by the criteria mapping
and generate a mission statement:

EWU English Program Mission Statement

The Edward Waters University English faculty appreciates and engages with existing academic
legacies and disciplinary practices while rigorously navigating new possibilities to prepare
students for as many rhetorical situations as possible. Using a holistic view of composition and
language, we help to create leaders and scholars in keeping with the HBCU legacy of excellence.
In service of that mission, we value critical thinking, independent analysis, and synthesis in
writing. We promote professional, practical, and effective communication in multiple modes and
genres. We work toward student-centered learning that values self-awareness, student self-
assessment, and student ownership and agency in the process of skill development. We advocate
for research and interdisciplinary approaches to writing that value many forms of writing, on
campus and off campus. We strive for diversity in many forms such as linguistic justice, social
justice, and accessibility while promoting a multicultural curriculum that is HBCU-centered. We
advocate for underrepresented and underserved populations to work toward an inclusive campus
and classroom community.

Stage 3: Student Learning Outcome Development

March 2023

In March of 2023, the English faculty met several times to generate and edit student learning
outcomes that reflected the mission statement and would be assessable. Here are the SLOs
generated.

Student Learning Outcomes

SLO 1: Rhetorical Knowledge- Students will demonstrate knowledge of a range of rhetorical
modes and genres.
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SLO 2: Critical Thinking- Students will demonstrate critical thinking skills through a variety of
choices made during both Composition 1101 and Composition 1102. Some examples follow:
argumentative composition, source choice and incorporation, analysis, and the research and
composition processes.

SLO 3: Appropriate and Relevant Source Use-Students will use an appropriate variety of
resources including scholarly publications.

SLO 4: Self Assessment- Students will demonstrate the ability to review, revise, and assess their
own work and progress throughout the course.

Stage 4: Assessment Plan Development

April 2023-May 2023
This stage is complete as of May 1st.
Common Assignments (April 2023)
a. The program will continue to have some common assignments to allow for
consistency across classes, predictability for students, and integration with Writing
Center services
b. Those assignments will be generated by the English faculty as a body and agreed
upon before deployment.
2. Common Assessments (May 2023)
a. The program will continue to have some common assessments to allow for
program-wide assessment and data generation
b. Those assessments will be generated by the English faculty as a body and agreed
upon before deployment.
3. Assessment Plan Generation
a. The director then will then take the common assignments and assessments agreed
upon and create a program assessment plan with clear deadlines and expectations
and share that with the faculty before the start of the Fall 2023 semester.

The following assignments and assessments were created by the English Faculty in the
DCM process.

Composition I- ENC 1101

Assignment Assessment Outcome to be Assessed

Resume Professional Writing Rubric | SLO 1, SLO 2
(completed)

Narrative Essay
e Personal
e Literacy



https://docs.google.com/document/d/1VleVkuYiGvz-xIvkdVCeQiavJ9_vGFG83vhpuAPg6r4/edit?usp=sharing
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e Fictional
Analysis Analysis Rubric (to be TBA
e Literary written Fall 2023)
e Rhetorical
e Visual

Argumentative Essay

Argument Rubric (current
QEP rubric- complete)

e SLO 1- Rhetorical
Knowledge

e SLO 2- Critical
Thinking

e SLO 3- Evidence
Use

Final Portfolio

Portfolio Rubric (completed)

e SLO 1- Rhetorical
Knowledge

e SLO 2- Critical
Thinking

e SLO 3- Evidence
Use

e SLO 4- Self
Assessment

Composition 11- ENC 1102

Assignment

Assessment

Outcome to be Assessed

Cover Letter-Rubric-format

Professional Writing Rubric

e SLO 1- Rhetorical

and mechanics (completed) Knowledge
e SLO 2- Critical
Thinking
Annotated bibliography Annotated Bibliography e SLO 1- Rhetorical
Rubric (current QEP rubric- Knowledge
complete) e SLO 2- Critical
Thinking
e SLO 3- Evidence Use
Research Proposal Research Proposal Rubrics (to | TBA
be written Fall 2023)
Research Paper Research Paper Rubric (to be | TBA

written Fall 2023)



https://docs.google.com/document/d/1QHZMP08E2OA4fVaU07X5c99_JBSQdhqt/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=117550287858633408716&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ChQ6jbg3MNcN9IlswHni-28vEmWHxrDk/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=117550287858633408716&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1VleVkuYiGvz-xIvkdVCeQiavJ9_vGFG83vhpuAPg6r4/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/18Fhbk0BOXCrxHaz4tHgg6CBAeqita7WL/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=117550287858633408716&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/18Fhbk0BOXCrxHaz4tHgg6CBAeqita7WL/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=117550287858633408716&rtpof=true&sd=true
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Final Portfolio Portfolio Rubric (completed) e SLO 1- Rhetorical
Knowledge

e SLO 2- Critical
Thinking

e SLO 3- Evidence Use

e SLO 4- Self
Assessment

Stage 5: Program Deployment

Fall 2023
This is highly dependent on all previous stages, so planning will be necessarily iterative. However,
the program should be deployed on day one of the Fall 2023 semester.

Stage 6: Program Assessment

Spring 2024

This is highly dependent on all previous stages, so planning will be necessarily iterative. However,
the Fall 2023 program has generated data and will be ready for assessment in Spring 2024,
beginning in January.

Stage 7: Program Reflection and Reassessment

Fall 2024

The program will generate more data during Spring 2023, which will be assessed over Summer
2023 and a report will be provided to faculty upon return in Fall 2024. Then as a team, the writing
program can move forward with assessment-based decisions about the program.



https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ChQ6jbg3MNcN9IlswHni-28vEmWHxrDk/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=117550287858633408716&rtpof=true&sd=true

English Composition |
Studio

To create a streamlined and more targeted composition
sequence that responds to individual students’ needs.
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Goal 2. English Composition | Studio

QEP Goal 2: To create a streamlined and more targeted composition sequence that responds to
individual students’ needs.

Intended Outcome: Students will be offered the choice of a traditional Composition | or
Composition | Studio course via a Directed Self-Placement system. Additionally, Students
struggling at midterm will have the option to transition to Composition I Studio to access enhanced
academic support in a more structured environment.

EWU determined that it should remove EWC 200 from the degree plans and in its place, create
sections of ENC 1101 that are labeled as “Studio” courses. These courses would appear on
transcripts as the regular ENC 1101 course. The course proposed is 3 credits and meets the
outcomes and course description for ENC 1101, so there were no changes to the course that will
need to be reported to SACSCOC. This studio course provides more intensive writing support for
students who need it. In the first 8 weeks, students can choose to take the studio course, if the
course is recommended to them through writing placement. In the last 8 weeks, students can
choose to take the studio course if it is recommended to them as a result of D/F status.

Brief List of Changes

1. Remove EWC 200 from degree plans (currently a requirement)
2. For new sections use ENC 1101-S or some other indicator that will not appear on final
transcripts
a. Composition I-Studio
Change to 3 credits
Change to two 8-week sections
First 8 weeks: students who opt to join the course based on writing placement
Last 8 weeks: grade recovery program for students D/F at Midterm
Break up the 45 hours (3 credits) as listed below
Hire one or more adjunct faculty or reassign one or more current faculty to teach sections
depending on demand
a. A short survey each semester of D/F students and incoming students may help
establish demand

O NGk~ W

Background

EWU has a one-credit co-requisite course called EWC200-Writing Lab that is a co-requisite for
Composition | for all students, regardless of GPA, ACT, or any other measure. This co-requisite
used to be a capstone course to close out the writing program but was changed because it had
devolved into a grammar class and was not fulfilling its purpose. Additionally, the need for
academic support early in the writing sequence became obvious during the data analysis for the
QEP.
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Current Placement Limitations

There are no remedial courses at EWU. All students begin with Composition | unless they
completed it in Dual Enrollment.

Current Co-Requisite Model Limitations

Confusion About Requirements

Students are not always aware that they have to take the co-requisite course. Since it is a new
course and started in the Spring of 2020 during the shift online, many advisors did not receive an
adequate briefing on the changes, so some students end up taking the course after their
Composition | course.

Lack of Targeting

This course is required for all students, partly because EWU had no placement process and partly
because this course (the capstone version) was already part of all degree plans. However, the
resources at EWU would be better allocated when applied to struggling students.

Online Delivery

This course was designed as an in-person course, many benefits of Writing Center usage
demonstrated by studies such as a higher progressive grade rate (Irvin, 2014), improved writing
skills (Niiler 2003, 2005), reduced procrastination (Rapp, 2002), and a more positive attitude
towards the Writing Center (Gordon, 2008). Additionally, Keaton-Jackson’s HBCU-specific study
found a 90% pass rate in English courses for students visiting the Writing Center. She also found
that of students who were D&F at midterm, 81% of them boosted their grades by a whole letter
after visiting the center (Keaton-Jackson, 2013). When the student does not visit the physical space
of the Writing Center, some of the connection cultivated by in-person interaction is inevitably lost.
I am currently working on making the online sections more engaging, but it is recommend that all
studio courses take place in person (except in special circumstances). Some of those circumstances
might include ADA requirements, additional COVID measures, and personal tragedy and illness.

Proposed Support Course Plan: English Composition Studio

The course proposal was for a 3-credit ENC 1101 labeled ENC 1101 English Composition-Studio.
The outcomes are the same, so no updated course description is necessary. This course would
replace the regular ENC 1101 for students who chose to take it. In this course. The time would be
divvied up between the activities listed below. The schedule is just a sample, but I suggest it would
be a good blend of the activities.

8-Week Courses

Sheldon and Durdella found that students in an 8-week English course 86% of students
successfully completed the course, whereas students in a traditional semester-long course only
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completed at a rate of 56% (p. 48). In the case of this proposal, the 8-week compression will stay
so that students who are D&F can have a chance at intervention

Description of activities

One-on-one meeting with instructor:

This time is spent meeting one-on-one with the instructor of record discussing the work done in
the previous week and planning for the week ahead. Each student will have a file containing their
grading contract, goals for the semester, and weekly plan for success. The instructor and student
will review this file together at this meeting each week. This is an opportunity to discuss any
obstacles the student may currently be facing and for the instructor to suggest campus resources
as needed.

Supported Writing Time:

This time is spent in the Writing Center writing. The instructor will coach the student as they work
through writing assignments and practices from this course and other courses. The instructor will
monitor the student’s progress on a particular project and make suggestions for improvement in
the student’s writing process.

Independent Writing Time:

This time is also spent in the Writing Center writing. However, the instructor will be present, but
not actively coaching. The instructor will be available to answer questions and to assist students.
Group instructional time:

This time will be spent in a traditional instructional format. The instructor will have a lesson plan
for each lesson and cover a topic of relevance that will help students improve their writing.

Peer review:

This time will be spent having the group of students read and review each other’s work and provide
constructive feedback. The instructor will teach students how to provide effective feedback and
there will be readings assigned to reinforce these skills. Students will learn how to effectively give
and receive feedback in college.

Technology-mediated instruction:

This time will be spent completing assignments online to improve specific skills. These
assignments will be decided by the instructor and student together during their weekly meeting
based on the student’s skill level and progress in the course. The software will be MindTap, already
included in the institutional agreement.
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Sample Schedule for EWC 200 MWF

Monday Wednesday Friday
8:00-8:30 am One-on-one meeting | Group instructional Technology-Meditated
with instructor time Instruction
8:30-9:00 Supported writing Group instructional Technology-Meditated
time time Instruction
9:00-9:30 Supported writing Peer Review Independent Writing
time Time
9:30-10:00 Supported writing Peer Review Independent Writing
time Time
Sample Schedule for EWC 200 T/Th
Tuesday Thursday
8:00-8:30 am One-on-one meeting with instructor Group instructional time
8:30-9:00 Supported writing time Group instructional time
9:00-9:30 Supported writing time Peer Review
9:30-10:00 Supported writing time Peer Review
10:00-10:30 Independent Writing Time Technology-Meditated Instruction
10:30-11:00 Independent Writing Time Technology-Meditated Instruction

Surveys to Establish Interest

Survey for Incoming Freshman

1. Would you be interested in an 8-week intensive (meeting 6 hours/week) English course
instead of the traditional 16-week course (3 hours per week)? Note: This course would
appear on your transcript as a normal English course.

2. Would you be interested in an English course that has scheduled one-on-one instructor
time, scheduled writing time, and scheduled peer review time?

3. If anintensive course like the one discusses here was recommended to you based on a
sample of your writing would you be more likely to enroll in that course?

Survey for Students D/F at Midterm
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1. If you had the option to switch to a more supportive English course at Midterm to recover
your grade, would you? Note: This course would appear on your transcript as a normal
English course.

2. Would you be interested in more one-on-one support in English?

Would it help you to create a weekly plan for success with an instructor?

4. Would it help you to have scheduled writing time with an English instructor?

w

Enrollment Process

First 8 weeks of Studio Course- Proposed Timeline for Enrollment

Student Applies for Admission (April-July)
They are sent a link to the writing placement exam (April-July-immediately upon
application)

e Student completes exam (Due July 31st-but placement will take place immediately after
the student completes exam)
The results are sent to WPA (after the student completes exam)
WPA places student (within 2 business days of a student completing exam)
WPA communicates placement to the student, the registrar, and the advisors (within 2
business days of a student completing exam)

e Student enrolls in courses with help of advisor and either accepts the recommendation to
enroll in the studio course (if a recommendation is made) or chooses the traditional
course (regular enrollment timeline)

Last 8 weeks of Studio Course Timeline for Enrollment

e A list of students D/F at Midterm in Composition | is provided to WPA by English
instructors (due the day Midterm grades are due)

e WPA immediately contacts students on this list and advisors, offering the studio course
(first business day after Midterm grades are due)

e Students who choose to enroll in the studio course are moved into a studio section of the
course and out of their current ENC 1101 course (students will have only have a few days
to decide and enroll)

o English faculty will advise students about this course and the process throughout
the semester and they will assist with the transition

Writing Placement Tool

Proposed Writing Placement Plan
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The writing placement tool would be a short survey that asks students for demographic information
and asks them to provide a writing sample. The WPA would then review that information and
make a placement recommendation to the student. This should take place during the summer to
avoid scheduling problems. It would be distributed via email and the recommendation would also
be sent via email. A list of the recommendations by students would be sent to all advisors as well.
These locally generated and controlled assessments allow the institution to keep and use all the
data the assessment generates. It also allows the program to make changes to the assessment as
needed, creating a responsive assessment that may measure more authentically.

English Faculty Hire or Reassignment

One professor with adequate training and professional development should teach all sections of
the studio course if possible. As the program grows, if too many sections need to be created,
another or several more can be hired and trained. There are several reasons why having one English
professor teach all sections of a single studio course can be a beneficial arrangement:

Consistency in course content and delivery: Having one professor teach all sections of a course
ensures that all students receive the same course material and instruction, regardless of which
section they are enrolled in. This consistency helps to ensure that all students have a similar
learning experience and are held to the same standards.

Facilitation of collaboration and feedback: In a studio course, students are often required to
collaborate and give each other feedback on their work. Having one professor teach all sections of
the course can facilitate this process by providing a central point of contact for students to
communicate with each other and the instructor.

Opportunity for personalized instruction: By teaching all sections of the course, the instructor
can get to know the students on a more individual level. This allows for personalized instruction
that can be tailored to the needs and strengths of each student.

Improved assessment and grading: When one professor teaches all sections of a course, they are
able to develop a more nuanced understanding of the material covered and the skills required to
succeed. This understanding can lead to more accurate and consistent assessment and grading,
which benefits both the students and the instructor.

Greater control over course outcomes: Having one professor teach all sections of a course can
allow for greater control over the course outcomes. The instructor can ensure that the course meets
their own expectations and aligns with their teaching philosophy, which can improve the overall
quality of the course.

Composition 11 Studio
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After successful implementation of the Composition | studio course, in year two of the QEP, upon
hire of a faculty member who solely teaches the studio courses, a second Composition Studio
course should be added for Composition Il students who are struggling. The requirements and
educational strengths needed to succeed in Composition Il are in many ways very different from
Composition |1, primarily focusing on the production of a research paper. As such, students who
did not need the use of the studio course support for Composition I may need it for Composition
I1. Moreover, those students successful in the Composition | course may be recommended for
immediate enrollment in Studio Course Composition Il based on their specific learning needs.



WAC Program using .
Portfolios (New LMS)

To construct a Writing Across the Curriculum program
that supports faculty in all disciplines as they assign and
assess writing.
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Goal 3. WAC Program using Portfolios (New LMS)

QEP Goal 3: To construct a Writing Across the Curriculum program that supports faculty in all
disciplines as they assign and assess writing.

Intended Outcome: Students will experience sound writing pedagogy throughout their degree
programs.

WAC Program Elements

This QEP proposes Writing Across the Curriculum program. This requires university-wide buy-in
and the creation of specific departmental writing requirements in consultation with a Writing
Program Administrator.

Typically, WAC programs consist of three components:

First, Writing to Learn (WtL) which assists faculty in making conscious decisions about using
writing activities, taking into account how it can benefit students in the course.

Second, Writing to Engage (WtE) sometimes shares characteristics with student engagement
techniques. It utilizes writing to involve students in analytical thinking, such as composing a
reflection.

Finally, Writing in the Disciplines (WiD) educates students to write assignments in the particular
styles and genres of a given discipline.

WAC Elements to Implement

A Writing Across the Curriculum program is a formal effort to enhance the writing skills of
students across the curriculum. Here is a proposal for a WAC program for a small, liberal arts,
private HBCU, including program goals and outcomes.

Program Goals:
e To improve the writing skills of students across all academic disciplines.
To encourage faculty to integrate writing instruction and practice into their courses.
To foster critical thinking skills and communication skills among students.
To prepare students for success in academic and professional settings.
To support the development of a strong writing culture on campus.

Program Outcomes:

e Students will demonstrate an improved ability to write effectively and coherently.

e Faculty will integrate writing instruction and practice into their courses.

e Students will demonstrate an improved ability to think critically and communicate their
ideas clearly.
Students will be better prepared for success in academic and professional settings.
The campus will develop a strong writing culture, with an emphasis on the importance of
writing across the curriculum.
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Program Components:

e Faculty Development: The program will offer training and support to faculty members to
help them integrate writing instruction and practice into their courses. This may include
workshops, seminars, and one-on-one consultations with writing experts.

e Student Support: The program will offer resources and support to students to help them
improve their writing skills. This will include the Learning Commons and online writing
resources.

e Assessment and Evaluation: The program will assess the writing skills of students before
and after the program to measure the program’s effectiveness. This may include
standardized writing tests, writing assignments, and surveys.

e Program Promotion: The program will promote the importance of writing across the
curriculum to faculty, students, and the wider campus community. This may include
newsletters, workshops, and other outreach efforts.

e Program Management: The program will be managed by a WAC coordinator, who will
oversee program development, implementation, and evaluation. The coordinator will work
closely with faculty, students, and other stakeholders to ensure the success of the program.

In conclusion, a WAC program can be an effective way to enhance the writing skills of students
across all academic disciplines. By integrating writing instruction and practice into courses,
fostering critical thinking and communication skills, and promoting a strong writing culture, a
WAC program can help prepare students for success in academic and professional settings.

LMS Change

EWU used to have access to Pathbrite ePortfolios through Cengage, but Cengage discontinued the
program, leaving no safe (FERPA compliant) assessable option for ePortfolio programs in General
Education. Moodle has the Exabis program, but it does not fit the needs of an ePortfolio and WAC
program.

If Moodle has the features below, they were not showcased in the 30-minute demo either.

Canvas has now been implemented University-wide. As such the QEP has begun to gather data
through the use of Canvas and the efficacy of Canvas. The implementation of Canvas over the next
five years should include greater access to A.l. learning supplemental programs that facilitate
writing University wide as well as plagiarism and A.l. detection programs that provide faculty for
resources to reduce the high-level of plagiarism noted in faculty surveys and focus-groups.



Learning
Commons

To centralize academic support on campusina
Learning Commons, integrating the Writing Center,
TCAPs, the Apple Lab, and Library resources to utilize

resources better.
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Goal 4. Learning Commons

QEP Goal 4: To centralize academic support on campus in a Learning Commons, integrating the
Writing Center, TCAPs, the Apple Lab, and Library resources to utilize resources better.
Intended Outcome: Students will have a centralized location for academic support at EWU to
reduce confusion and make their academic support experience more efficient and interdisciplinary.
Director Crowley-Watson recommened converting the JWJ library into a centralized learning hub
for student access to computers, printers, LMS support, tutors (Writing Center and TCAPS),
librarians, and the Apple Lab using the JWJ Library as the space.

Consolidating TCAPs and the Writing Center into a Learning Commons in the James Weldon
Johnson Building library has numerous advantages that can benefit both students and the
institution. A centralized location that offers various resources, tools, and support services for
students to enhance their learning and academic success can be created with this move.

Bringing TCAPs and the Writing Center into the library’s Learning Commons can provide students
with more flexibility and accessibility. Having all services available in one location can save time
and effort. Furthermore, a Learning Commons in the library can provide extended hours, making
it easier for students to get help outside of regular class hours.

The consolidation of TCAPs and the Writing Center into a Learning Commons can also improve
collaboration and communication among staff members. Writing is a cross-disciplinary skill, and
many Writing Center tutors are trained in a variety of disciplines. By working in the same space
as subject-specific TCAP tutors, Writing Center tutors can collaborate with them to better support
students’ writing skills within their respective disciplines.

This move can allow for more efficient resource allocation, reducing overhead costs, and
improving the overall quality of support services. Furthermore, consolidating these services in the
library’s Learning Commons can foster a sense of community and engagement among students.
By bringing together students from different disciplines and backgrounds, the Learning Commons
can create a collaborative and supportive environment that encourages students to learn from each
other.

In conclusion, consolidating TCAPs and the Writing Center into a Learning Commons in the James
Weldon Johnson Building library can provide more accessible, comprehensive, and collaborative
academic support for students. It can also improve resource allocation and foster a sense of
community and engagement among students, enhancing student success and contributing to the
institution’s mission. Upon successful completion of the Learning Commons the QEP includes the
recommendations that the Writing Center be effectively designated and used as an assessment and
writing support space for training and tutoring, particularly when a large number of computers are
necessary. The Writing Center is well suited as a space with a fill set of internet ready PCs for
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faculty members to conduct writing assessments, facilitate student engagement in training in new
computer programs, and group writing and research projects. Similarly, JWJ as a whole should be
renovated to reflect a safe and professional University learning space for writing across all
disciplines. Significant research including studies by... suggest that professional and safe learning

environments facilitate student

SUCCesS.

Room Square Usage
Footage*
JWJ 23 |4,300sq ft The main room of the Learning Commons (Figures 1-6)
JWJ 23A | 360sq ft Apple Lab (Figures -7 and 8)
JWJ 23D 128 sq ft Quiet Room 1(tutoring, private meeting space) (Figures -9 and 10)
JWJ 23E 84 sq ft Quiet Room 2 (tutoring, private meeting space) (Figures -9 and 10)
TOTAL 4,572 sq ft

*Please note- square footage was taken via Al and is approximate

Renovation Costs:

Purchase

Likely Cost

Notes

Replace flooring in main
room of JWJ 23 (4300 square
feet)

4,300 square feet x $4 (vinyl
flooring)= $17,200

EWU colors

Paint main room of JWJ 23 in

Square footage to be painted
needs to be measure. Many
walls are covered in
bookshelves or windows

Maintenance has agreed to
paint it if supplied the paint

Sign for Learning Commons

New furniture for Learning
Commons

See the renovation images
below to see a sample of the
type of furniture requested
and how it could be arranged

QEP Goals Steps
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Date Completed Implementation Steps

March 2022 Crowley-Watson attended CCCC Conference and engaged with QEP-
related research.

April 2022 Faculty discussions began regarding writing program revisions and
student learning outcomes.

Fall 2022 Dynamic Criteria Mapping sessions initiated to define writing assessment
rubrics.

Spring 2023 Faculty Calibration Meetings held to align assessment practices using
DCM rubrics.

Summer 2023 Initial discussions on Writing Across the Curriculum and ePortfolio
integration.

Fall 2023 Pilot implementation of ePortfolios in English Composition courses.

Spring 2024 Composition Studio Course launched in pilot phase; midterm results
showed success.

Fall 2024 Composition Studio Course fully implemented with refinements based on
pilot results.

Date Planned Implementation Steps

Year 0 (2024) Finalize budget allocations and secure funding for QEP implementation.

Spring 2025 Adjust Composition Studio Course registration process for timely
enrollment.

Summer 2025 Faculty training on Writing Across the Curriculum and ePortfolio usage.

Year 1 (2025) Begin hiring and training additional faculty and staff for QEP initiatives.

Year 1 (2025) Implement technology infrastructure improvements (ePortfolio system
upgrades, software licenses).

Fall 2025 Expand WAC program, integrating structured writing instruction in non-
English courses.

Spring 2026 Evaluate WAC and ePortfolio effectiveness through student writing

assessments.

Year 2 (2026)

Expand faculty professional development workshops for Writing Across
the Curriculum.

Year 2 (2026)

Begin phased renovations of Learning Commons and related spaces to
enhance student writing support resources.

Fall 2026 Conduct Midpoint Assessment of QEP progress with faculty and student
feedback.
Spring 2027 Implement targeted refinements based on midpoint assessment results.

Year 3 (2027)

Midpoint evaluation of budget effectiveness and financial adjustments as
needed.

Fall 2027 - Continue faculty development and iterative assessment refinements.

Spring 2029

Year 4 (2028) Continue faculty hiring and QEP program refinements based on
assessment outcomes.

Year 5 (2029) Prepare for final year evaluation and budget reconciliation before

SACSCOC reporting.

Spring 2030

Conduct Final Impact Review and prepare SACSCOC reporting.
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Year 6 (2030) Submit final QEP financial and impact report to SACSCOC for
accreditation review.

Assessment Plan

The assessment plan for Edward Waters University’s (EWU) Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) is
designed to systematically evaluate the effectiveness of its writing-focused initiatives, ensuring
that student learning outcomes (SLOs) are met while aligning with best practices in writing
pedagogy. This plan integrates both qualitative and quantitative data collection strategies to
provide a comprehensive view of student progress, faculty development, and institutional
improvements. Grounded in established research on writing assessment and pedagogy, the
assessment framework prioritizes dynamic, equity-driven, and student-centered evaluation models
that foster long-term academic success.

Purpose and Justification of the Assessment Plan

The assessment structure outlined in this document is grounded in key research from the QEP
literature review, ensuring that evaluation methods align with proven strategies in writing
education. The primary objectives of the assessment are as follows:

e To measure student progress in writing proficiency using Dynamic Criteria Mapping,
which allows for flexible and context-specific evaluation of student writing (Inoue, 2015;
Yancey, 1999).

e To evaluate the effectiveness of the Composition Studio Course, an initiative supported by
research on intensive, low-stakes writing support models that enhance student confidence
and success (Adler-Kassner & Wardle, 2015).

e To track the implementation of Writing Across the Curriculum, ensuring that students
develop writing skills transferable across disciplines and that faculty receive adequate
training in writing pedagogy (Bazerman et al., 2005; Thaiss & Zawacki, 2006).

e To assess the impact of the Learning Commons on student success, providing insight into
how centralized academic support structures contribute to improved writing skills
(Lunsford & Ede, 2011; Geller et al., 2016).

Assessment Strategy and Research-Based Foundations

The QEP assessment strategy is built upon several core research-based principles that shape
writing instruction and student development:

1. Dynamic Criteria Mapping for Writing Assessment and Continued Evaluation of
Curricula and Assessment

The implementation of rubric-driven assessment in Composition 1 (ENC 1101) and Composition
2 (ENC 1102) is informed by research indicating that static, standardized rubrics often fail to
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account for the complexities of student writing (Yancey, 1999). DCM provides an evolving,
context-driven framework that enhances faculty engagement and ensures student writing is
assessed holistically. Faculty calibration and norming sessions have established the reliability of
these rubrics, and the assessment plan continues to track their effectiveness through longitudinal
student performance data. Reliability was established by cross referencing faculty assessments of
identical rubrics. Reliability was found to be within an acceptable 80% (See Appendix K). Rubrics,
methodologies, and assignments will be revised as needed through the DCM process. (See
appendices C-G for the rubrics developed through the DCM process.

2. Composition Studio Course and Targeted Writing Support

The Composition Studio model addresses documented needs for structured writing interventions,
particularly for students at risk of failing traditional composition courses (Gere et al., 2010). The
assessment of this initiative includes tracking student retention and pass rates, assuming that
students placed into the Studio Course would otherwise struggle in a traditional composition
setting. Surveys and performance evaluations provide insight into how the Studio Courses impact
students’ writing confidence and long-term success.

3. Writing Across the Curriculum and ePortfolio Integration

Research strongly supports the role of disciplinary-integrated writing instruction in improving
student learning outcomes (Bazerman et al., 2005). The assessment framework ensures that WAC
adoption is tracked through faculty training participation, ePortfolio integration, and faculty
assessment of senior writing samples. Additionally, rotating interdisciplinary faculty panels will
assess senior ePortfolios to measure writing competency across fields while reducing the reliance
on Standardized Edited American English (SEAE) as the sole metric for writing success.

4. The Learning Commons as a Hub for Academic Support for the Development of a
Writing-Centered Learning Community

The Learning Commons serves as a centralized resource for writing, research, and tutoring
support, aligning with best practices in student learning assistance models (Lunsford & Ede, 2011).
The assessment framework includes pre- and post-renovation surveys, student usage tracking, and
correlations between Learning Commons utilization and student writing performance. The
assessment will be used to help evaluate the viability of incorporating the conceptual infrastructure
of support and safety throughout JWJ, beginning with the Writing Center.

Goal 1: Redesigning the English Composition Program Through Dynamic Criteria Mapping
Assessment Objectives:
v Ensure rubric consistency across Composition 1 (ENC 1101) and Composition 2 (ENC 1102).

v Evaluate student writing performance through pre- and post-writing assessments.
v Assess faculty development needs and training effectiveness.
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Year Assessment Activity Data Source Responsible Party
Year | Implement baseline rubric scoring Student Writing English Faculty
1 assessment Samples
Year | Conduct pre-writing assessment to Accuplacer QEP Director
1 establish student writing proficiency Writing Scores

baseline
Year | Faculty calibration sessions to ensure Faculty Training | QEP Director /
1-2 rubric reliability Data WAC Director
Year | Conduct annual student performance Rubric Scores English Faculty
2-5 evaluations using DCM rubrics
Year | Implement post-writing assessment to Accuplacer QEP Director /
3-5 measure writing proficiency growth Writing Scores WAC Director
Year | Student and faculty surveys on rubric Survey Responses | QEP Committee
3-5 clarity and effectiveness

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs):

e 80% of students in Composition 1 & 2 achieve "Proficient” or higher on final portfolio
rubric assessment.
o 80% faculty agreement on rubric evaluation scores by Year 2.
e 5% increase in student performance on post-writing assessment compared to baseline by
Year 3, 10% increase by Year 5.

e Increase in retention rates for students passing Composition 1 & 2.

Goal 2: Creating a Composition Studio Course

Assessment Objectives:

v Measure student success rates and determine the impact of the Studio Course.
v/ Address registration barriers to increase accessibility.
v Evaluate student perceptions and faculty effectiveness.

Assessment Measures & Data Collection

Year Assessment Activity Data Source Responsible
Party
Year 1 | Compare Studio Course pass/fail rates with Grade Reports QEP Director
traditional Composition 1
Year 2 | Track student retention and performance post- | Enrollment Data | Registrar’s
Studio Course Office
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Year Conduct student and faculty feedback surveys | Survey Data QEP

3-5 Committee
Year Improve registration processes based on trend | Registration Academic
4-5 analysis Reports Affairs

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs):

80% success rate for students completing the Studio Course.
5% higher pass rates for students in the Studio Course compared to students who took

Composition | without additional support.
Reduction in registration delays by Year 3.

Positive student feedback (80% satisfaction or higher).

Goal 3: Establishing a Writing Across the Curriculum Program

Assessment Objectives:

v Ensure faculty adoption and training for WAC pedagogy.
v Improve ePortfolio implementation consistency.
v Assess student writing development across disciplines.

Assessment Measures & Data Collection

Year Assessment Activity Data Source Responsible Party
Year | Conduct faculty training workshops on Training Logs | QEP Committee
1-2 WAC and ePortfolio usage
Year | Audit faculty adoption and consistent use | LMS Data IT & Faculty Chairs /
2-3 of ePortfolios WAC Director
Year | Establish rotating faculty panels to assess | Portfolio QEP Committee
3-5 senior ePortfolios Reviews
Year | Longitudinal tracking of student writing | Student WAC Director
4-5 growth via ePortfolio Portfolios

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs):

75% of faculty successfully implementing WAC strategies by Year 3.

90% of required courses consistently using ePortfolios by Year 4.

Senior Portfolio Evaluations: 70% of graduating seniors achieve a "Proficient™ or higher
rating from interdisciplinary faculty evaluations by Year 5.
Evidence of student writing growth through portfolio review metrics and year-over-year

improvements in writing quality.
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Goal 4: Centralizing Academic Support Through a Learning Commons
Assessment Objectives:

v Assess student engagement with Learning Commons services.
v Evaluate impact of renovations on academic success.
v ldentify potential expansion needs for student services.

Assessment Measures & Data Collection

Year Assessment Activity Data Source Responsible Party
Year | Survey students who used Learning | Survey Learning Commons
1-2 Commons before and after Responses Coordinator / QEP

renovation Director
Year | Track frequency of tutoring and Learning Learning Commons
2-3 research support visits Commons Data | Coordinator
Year | Correlate Learning Commons usage | Student WAC Director / QEP
3-5 with writing performance Academic Director

Records

Year | Evaluate expansion needs based on Usage Reports Academic Affairs
5 demand trends

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs):

e 20% increase in student usage of Learning Commons resources by Year 3.

e 85% student satisfaction with Learning Commons services.

o Students who regularly use Learning Commons writing support services show a 10%
higher pass rate in writing-intensive courses.

« Improved writing success rates among Learning Commons users, as measured by
pre/post writing assessment comparisons.

Additional Notes on Assessment Oversight

The QEP Director, WAC Director, and QEP Committee will analyze assessment data and
recommend necessary adjustments based on findings.

e QEP Director: Oversees assessment implementation, manages data collection for
composition courses and student success rates.

e WAC Director: Focuses on writing development across disciplines, portfolio assessment,
and faculty training.

e QEP Committee: Evaluates student/faculty survey feedback, monitors long-term writing
proficiency trends, and recommends refinements to the QEP structure.
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A midpoint review in Year 3 will analyze whether student writing targets are being met, and final-
year evaluation will assess the long-term impact of the QEP initiatives on student learning
outcomes and retention.

General QEP Assessment: Pre- and Post-Writing Assessments

v Year 1-5: Implement Accuplacer or equivalent pre/post writing assessment in students’ first
semester and near graduation to measure longitudinal writing improvement.
v Year 3-5: Compare Accuplacer post-assessment results with faculty-reviewed senior
ePortfolios, ensuring alignment with writing learning outcomes.
v Year 3-5: Conduct interdisciplinary portfolio reviews (with faculty from various departments,
excluding English) to evaluate writing competency beyond composition courses.
v Year 5. Conduct a final review to adjust curriculum and assessment methods based on
quantitative writing performance data.

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs):

e By Year 3, students’ post-writing assessment scores (Accuplacer) will show a 5% increase
over baseline.

e By Year 5, 80% of graduating seniors will achieve a "Proficient" or higher rating in
portfolio evaluations conducted by interdisciplinary faculty.

e By Year 5, students who engage in Writing Across the Curriculum coursework will
demonstrate a 10% improvement in writing competency compared to those in non-WAC-
supported courses.

e Students who participate in the Learning Commons writing support services will
demonstrate higher pass rates (at least 10% higher) in writing-intensive courses compared
to those who do not.

Evaluating QEP Success & Continuous Improvement

v Annual QEP Review Meetings: Faculty, administrators, and assessment teams analyze yearly

findings and recommend improvements based on assessment data.
v Faculty Development Adjustments: Training is refined based on feedback from faculty surveys
and student success rates in writing-intensive COurses.

v Midpoint Evaluation (Year 3):

e Review pre/post writing assessment trends to assess progress toward writing improvement
targets.

o Adjust faculty training and writing support services based on assessment findings.

« Evaluate portfolio assessment trends to ensure interdisciplinary faculty are aligned with
grading standards.
v Final Year Impact Analysis (Year 5):
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e Comprehensive assessment of QEP outcomes, including Accuplacer growth trends,
portfolio evaluations, and student retention rates.

o Evaluate long-term impact on student writing confidence, as measured through student
writing self-efficacy surveys.

e Plan for post-QEP sustainability by identifying successful interventions to be
institutionalized beyond the five-year implementation.

Budget

Edward Waters University Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) Budget Narrative (FY 2025 —
FY 2030)

The Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) at Edward Waters University (EWU) is a strategic initiative
designed to enhance student writing proficiency, support faculty development, and improve
institutional infrastructure. The FY 2025 — FY 2030 budget is structured to ensure the effective
execution, assessment, and sustainability of the QEP. The financial plan includes faculty training,
writing assessment tools, student support services, and campus enhancements, ensuring
compliance with SACSCOC accreditation requirements and alignment with EWU’s strategic goals
for student success.

I. Administrative Personnel Costs
Justification

Personnel investments are necessary to ensure effective program implementation, faculty
engagement, and student success initiatives.(See Appendix A for EWU’s Strategic Plan).

Budget Allocations

e QEP Director ($15,000 annually; $90,000 total)
o Provides strategic leadership, coordination, and compliance oversight for QEP
implementation.
e Administrative Assistant ($35,000 annually; $210,000 total)
o Supports QEP operations, faculty coordination, and assessment tracking.
o Marketing and Communications Support (0.05 FTE; $12,600 total)
o Assists with QEP promotion, student outreach, and program branding.

Total Administrative Personnel Costs: $312,600

I1. Administrative Travel and Professional Development
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Justification
Travel and professional development funds allow faculty and administrative personnel to
participate in SACSCOC meetings, professional writing conferences, and training workshops to
ensure the continuous improvement of the QEP.
Budget Allocations
e SACSCOC Summer Institute ($32,160 total)
o Provides accreditation compliance training for QEP leadership.
e SACSCOC Annual Meeting ($52,608 total)
o Facilitates institutional engagement with accreditation best practices.

Total Administrative Travel and Professional Development Costs: $103,560

I11. Administrative Non-Personnel Expenses
Justification
These expenses ensure the efficient implementation, assessment, and visibility of the QEP.
Budget Allocations
o Marketing & Event Resources ($12,252 total)
o Supports QEP awareness campaigns, faculty training materials, and student
engagement events.
o Office Supplies & Equipment ($3,000 total)
o Provides essential tools for QEP operations.
e Qualtrics Subscription ($56,646 total)
o Enables data collection, faculty and student surveys, and program assessment.

Total Administrative Non-Personnel Expenses: $74,898

IV. Direct QEP Costs

Justification

Investments in faculty stipends, learning commons improvements, and student writing support
services are critical to the success of the QEP particularly in regards to assessment and

implementation of Goal 4.

Budget Allocations
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o Library Learning Commons (LLC) Renovations ($113,000 one-time cost)
o Enhances student access to writing resources, tutoring, and research support.
o Security Upgrades for LLC ($42,000 total)
o Provides a secure environment for student and faculty engagement.
o QEP Support — English Faculty ($42,800 annually; $256,800 total)
o Funds faculty involvement in writing assessment, curriculum development, and
program evaluation.
« Student Co-Curricular Programming ($4,500 total)
o Supports writing-related student engagement initiatives.
e Writing Assessment for Incoming & Graduating Students (AccuPlacer; $5,520 total)
o Provides pre- and post-assessment of student writing proficiency.

Total Direct QEP Costs: $437,720

V. Consultant and External Evaluator Costs
Justification

External evaluation ensures compliance with accreditation standards and supports program
effectiveness.

Budget Allocations
« Consultant Fee ($1,000 total; Year 0)
o Provides expert guidance on QEP development.
o External Reviewer Fee ($5,000 total; Years 3 & 5)
o Supports midpoint and final QEP evaluations.

Total Consultant & External Evaluator Costs: $6,000

V1. Faculty Professional Development
Justification
Funding for faculty training ensures consistent and effective writing instruction across disciplines.
Budget Allocations
o Faculty Trainings ($7,503 total)

o Supports Quality Matters certification, course redesign workshops, and
professional writing pedagogy training.
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Total Faculty Professional Development Costs: $7,503

VI1. English Faculty Staffing
Justification

In order to both implement a fully functional WAC program and Composition Studio Course
program EWU requires the qualified faculty necessary to direct those programs.

Budget Allocations
e WAC Director ($45,000 annually; $225,000 total)
o Oversees Writing Across the Curriculum implementation.
« Studio Course Instructor ($45,000 annually; $180,000 total)
o Provides specialized instruction for students needing additional writing support.

Total English Faculty Staffing Costs: $405,000

VI11. Peer Writing Tutoring
Justification

A dedicated peer tutoring program in the Learning Commons provides student-centered writing
support.

Budget Allocations
o Peer Tutor Pay ($3,600 annually; $21,600 total)
o Funds two trained student writing tutors under the supervision of Composition

Studio faculty.

Total Peer Writing Tutoring Costs: $21,600

Item Description FY24- | FY25- |FY 26 |FY27-|FY28- |FY29-30 | TOTAL | Status

25 26 =27 28 29

Initiation Implementation Completion

YR O YR1 YR 2 YR 3 YR 4 YRS

Administrative Personnel Costs
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QEP Director $15,000 | $15,000 | $15,000 | $15,000 | $15,000 | $15,000 $90,000

Administrative $35,000 | $35,000 | $35,000 | $35,000 | $35,000 | $35,000 $210,000

Assistant Support

Marketing and $2,100 | $2,100 | $2,100 | $2,100 |$2,100 | $2,100 $12,600

Communications

Support

(0.05

FTE@%$42,000

annual ---salary w/

benefits)

TOTAL $52,100 | $52,100 | $52,100 | $52,100 | $52,100 | $52,100 $312,600

Administrative

Costs

Administrative Travel and Professional Development

SACSCOC Summer Institute

Registration (3 $2,250 | $2,250 |$2,250 |$2,250 |$2,250 | $2,250 $13,500

attendees)

Transportation $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $5,100

Lodging (3 nights) | $1,800 | $1,800 | $1,800 | $1,800 |$1,800 | $1,800 $10,800

Meals $460 $460 $460 $460 $460 $460 $2,760

TOTAL: $5,360 | $5,360 | $5,360 | $5,360 | $5,360 | $5,360 $32,160

Item Description FY24- | FY25- |[FY26 |FY27-|FY28- |FY29-30 | TOTAL | Status
25 26 - 27 28 29

SACSCOC Annual Meeting

Registration (4 $2,600 | $2,600 | $2,600 | $2,600 | $2,600 | $2,600 $15,600

attendees)/ $650/

person

Transportation $2,400 | $2,400 | $2,400 | $2,400 | $2,400 | $2,400 $14,400

Lodging (3 nights) | $2,868 | $2,868 | $2,868 | $2,868 | $2,868 | $2,868 $17,208
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Meals $624 $624 $624 $624 $624 $624 $3,744
$8,768 | $8,768 | $8,768 | $8,768 | $8,768 | $8,768 $52,608

TOTAL $103,560

Administrative

Travel Expenses

Administrative Non-Personnel Expenses

Marketing/ Event | $8,752 | $1,000 | $1,000 | $500 $500 $500 $12,252

Resources

Office Supplies $500 $500 $500 $500 $500 $500 $3,000

Office Equipment | $1,000 | $400 $400 $400 $400 $400 $3,000

Qualtrics $9,441 | $9,441 | $9,441 |$9,441 |$9,441 | $9,441 $56,646

TOTAL $74,898

Administrative

Non-Personnel

EXxpenses

Item Description FY24- |FY25- |FY26 |FY27-|FY28- |FY29- TOTAL | Status
25 26 =27 28 29 30

Direct QEP Costs

Library Learning $113,000 $113,000

Commons(LLC)

Renovations

Security Upgrades | $42,000 $42,000

for LLC

Program Costs $3,400 $4,500 | $2,000 | $2,000 | $2,000 | $2,000 $15,900

(Facilities, Food,

Printed Materials)

QEP Support — $42,800 | $42,800 | $42,800 | $42,800 | $42,800 | $42,800 | $256,800

English Faculty
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Partnership with
ongoing / new
student co-
curricular
programming &
activities

$750

$750

$750

$750

$750

$750

$4,500

Writing Assessment
for evaluation of
student writing

level upon entry
and exit
(Accuplacer).

~$1,380

~$1,380

~$1,380

~$1,380

~$5,520

TOTAL Direct
QEP Costs

$201,950

$48,050

$46,930

$46,930

$46,930

$46,930

$437,720

Consultant and External Evaluator

Consultant Fee

$1,000

$1,000

External Reviewer
Fee

$2,500

$2,500

$5,000

TOTAL
Consultation Fees

$1,000

$2,500

$2,500

$6,000

Professional Development - Faculty

Faculty Trainings
(Quality Matters/
Course Redesign) -
$139/faculty
member

$2,780

$2,780

$695

$417

$417

$417

$7,503

TOTAL
Professional
Development -
Faculty

$7,503

English Faculty
Staffing
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(In addition to
suggested 5)

New Faculty Line 1 ~45,000 | ~45,000 | ~45,000

WAC Director

~45,000 | ~45,000 ~225,000

New Faculty Line 2 ~45,000 | ~45,000

Studio Course

~45,000 | ~45,000 ~180,000

Peer Writing
Tutoring (Learning
Commons. Falls
under the direction
of the Composition
Studio Faculty

Member)
Peer Tutor Pay (2) | $3,600 $3,600 | $3,600 | $3,600 | $3,600 | $3,600 $21,600
Total Staffing 651,600
Item Description TOTAL Status
Administrative Personnel Expenses $312,600 Active - Ongoing
Administrative Travel and Professional $103,560 Active - Ongoing
Development Expenses Active - Ongoing
Administrative Non-Personnel Expenses $74,898
Direct QEP Expenses $437,720 Active - Ongoing
Consultant Expenses $6,000 Active - Pending
Professional Development — Faculty Expenses | $7,506 Active - Pending
Faculty and Tutoring Staffing $651,600 Pending
TOTAL: $1,593,884

Budget Purpose
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This $1.59 million budget ensures that EWU’s QEP goals—enhancing faculty development,
expanding student writing support, improving assessment tools, and upgrading campus
infrastructure—are fully realized. Through targeted investments, the QEP will empower students
with the writing skills necessary for academic, professional, and civic success.

By prioritizing writing instruction and student engagement, Edward Waters University affirms its
commitment to excellence, social justice, and equitable education, ensuring students are well-
prepared for a competitive and evolving landscape.

Summation

The Edward Waters University (EWU) Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP), Write On Time: Writing
for Success, Persistence, and Retention, is a transformative initiative designed to enhance student
writing proficiency, retention, and academic success. Through its structured approach to writing
instruction, faculty development, and academic support services, the QEP aligns closely with
EWU’s Strategic Plan, Eminence 2025, and the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools
Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC) guidelines for QEP implementation.

Alignment with Edward Waters University’s Strategic Plan

The QEP directly supports the university’s mission to promote academic excellence, student-
centered learning, and holistic student development. Key areas of alignment include:

o Academic Excellence and Student Success: The QEP enhances first-year composition
instruction through Dynamic Criteria Mapping, Writing Across the Curriculum, and
structured writing support services.

o Student Engagement and Campus Experience: Through the development of the Learning
Commons and expanded tutoring services, the QEP fosters a culture of collaborative
learning and student empowerment.

o Institutional Effectiveness and Capacity Building: The QEP integrates comprehensive
assessment measures, ensuring the university’s continuous improvement in writing
instruction and student performance.

Compliance with SACSCOC Guidelines
The QEP adheres to SACSCOC expectations by meeting the following essential criteria:

« Institutional Focus on Student Learning: The QEP is designed to enhance student learning
outcomes in writing, a fundamental academic skill that impacts success across all
disciplines.

o Demonstrated Need and Institutional Support: Developed through broad-based
institutional research and stakeholder input, the QEP is backed by financial, administrative,
and faculty commitment.
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e Measurable Outcomes and Continuous Assessment: The plan incorporates pre- and post-
assessments, faculty evaluations, and student success metrics to ensure ongoing
effectiveness and necessary refinements.

e Sustainability and Long-Term Impact: The QEP’s initiatives are embedded within
institutional structures to ensure continued impact beyond the five-year implementation
period.

Commitment to Student Success and Writing Excellence

Through this strategic and research-driven plan, Edward Waters University reaffirms its dedication
to fostering a culture of writing excellence that empowers students academically and
professionally. The QEP is not merely a compliance initiative—it is a cornerstone for institutional
progress, reinforcing EWU’s commitment to equipping students with the skills necessary for
lifelong learning, career advancement, and civic engagement.

With the full engagement of faculty, staff, and students, EWU is prepared to implement this QEP
as a transformative initiative that enhances writing education, supports student achievement, and
aligns with the university’s broader mission and goals. The Write On Time initiative will serve as
a catalyst for long-term academic success, ensuring that every student at Edward Waters
University develops the critical writing competencies needed to excel in both academic and
professional contexts.

Vision Statement
Write On Time: Writing for Success, Persistence, and Retention

Edward Waters University stands at the confluence of history and transformation, committed to
shaping a future where our students are not merely participants in the world but architects of
justice, voice, and self-determination. The Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) is more than an
institutional initiative—it is a promise, a charge, a declaration of intent. It affirms that writing is
not just a skill to be measured, but a power to be wielded, a means by which our students engage,
resist, and advocate for themselves within—and against—a system designed to marginalize them.

Through Dynamic Criteria Mapping, Writing Across the Curriculum, and a reimagined
Composition program, this QEP is designed to cultivate more than just proficiency in academic
discourse. It is designed to foster agency, confidence, and intellectual sovereignty in our students,
ensuring they emerge not only as competent writers but as scholars, professionals, and
changemakers who understand the power of language in shaping their futures.

In a time of increasing hostility to the very principles of equity, anti-racism, and intersectional
justice, this QEP asserts that writing is itself an act of resistance. It is a means of survival, a method
of empowerment, a way to carve out space in an academic and professional world that too often
seeks to silence voices like those of our students. Through this initiative, we do not simply teach



52

writing; we validate lived experiences, celebrate linguistic diversity, and cultivate critical thinkers
who can navigate and challenge the forces that seek to undermine them.

The ultimate goal of this endeavor is to solidify Edward Waters University as a leader in justice-
driven education, creating pathways for our students to excel in graduate programs, law, education,
business, and beyond. This QEP lays the foundation for the development of an English department
and degree program, and an institutional-wide writing initiative centered in social justice. Thus
positioning EWU at the forefront of institutions that dare to place truth-telling and systemic
critique at the heart of their academic mission.

The Edward Waters University Strategic Plan, Eminence 2025, calls for an institution that fosters
excellence, resilience, and impact. This QEP is a manifestation of that vision, ensuring that our
students graduate not only with the technical skill to succeed, but with the intellectual force to
disrupt, reimagine, and lead.

This is our charge. This is our commitment. And this declaration—if we succeed—is the
inauguration of our legacy of eminence.
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