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DATE:  13 February 2008 
 
RE:  3rd Year Post-Tenure Review 
 
I’m writing this memorandum to highlight my achievements for the past three years, the 
period since my last review.  I’ll make reference to other documents, some of which are 
here on this site and some of which are housed on my website. 
 
Teaching. One project that has occupied my time and attention in the last several years is 
my work in putting courses online.  I received grants from Distance Education to put 
English 2250, 2260, and 2270 online. (I also teach English 2010 in a blended format, and 
so did similar work for that course.) Each of those courses was reviewed before they were 
offered by members of the department (Jason Pickavance, Lynn Kilpatrick, Elisa Stone, 
and, I believe, Louise Bown for 2010), as well as external reviewers.  They met the 
standards outlined by Distance Education.  In addition, I, like many others, learned how 
to use the Vista course platform when it supplanted WebCT.  Learning to use these tools 
for teaching online has had the effect of helping me to see how important instructional 
design is, particularly in an online environment but certainly also in face-to-face 
classrooms.  I’ve learned that a well-constructed course is a kind of teaching in itself, and 
can make the course work well, even when I’m a little behind.  I know that Tiffany and 
Stephen have both had the chance to take a look at my online courses.  If any of you 
would like further access to them, please let me know and I will arrange it.  As evidence 
of some of the materials I’ve created for these courses, you can look here (English 2010), 
here (English 2250), and here (English 2260).   
 
I’ve also learned how important frequent contact of various kinds is in an online course; I 
am continually trying to improve my practice in that regard.  For instance, this semester, 
I’ve added regular “alert” messages to my students about upcoming deadlines, in addition 
to responding to more routine student posts and e-mails.   
 
I’ve also created a large number of Articulate presentations (the links above give you 
access to a few of these presentations for each course; the presentations are initially 
created in PowerPoint, then narrated and published in Flash).  Students have told me that 
they appreciate these presentations—one student said that it felt like I was teaching him 
directly, because he could hear my voice.  This gave me some insight into what the 
experience of learning online might be like, and encouraged me to take up the creation of 
other kinds of multimedia learning artifacts (as Paula Michniewicz would call them), 
such as podcasts.  I’m still learning Camtasia, the tool I have at the moment to make 
podcasts; I had intended to have a couple ready at this point.  I’ll post them as soon as 
they are ready. 



 
Within the last three years, I’ve instituted a portfolio structure to all the courses I teach, 
with ample opportunity for students to get formative feedback prior to the final 
evaluation.  I am particularly proud of this work—not that it is so revolutionary, but it has 
changed the way I think about responding to student work, placing more emphasis on 
feedback and revision.  The portfolio structure has also, at the initiative of the 2010 
committee, spread to most sections of English 2010 (we’re still working with late-
adopters!), which has enabled the assessment initiatives we’ve undertaken on the course.  
This seems to me to be a significant achievement for us as a department. 
 
I want to say a word about the tutoring I do in the Student Writing Center.  One thing I 
like most about these tutorials is that it involves task representation on the part of the 
student—a step that it’s easy to elide when working with one’s own students, because 
either you believe you already share an understanding of the writing project with the 
student, or you’re being asked to explain the writing project.  When students explain their 
understanding of a writing project to the tutor, and you, as the tutor, can cross-reference 
the actual assignment, new and fruitful understandings can occur.  I’ve had many 
rewarding conferences with students this year, particularly students whose language isn’t 
English.  For them, the SWC becomes an extremely valuable resource and an integral 
part of the writing process.  I had a student in the learning community I teach with John 
McCormick use the writing center in a highly productive way, something I found out 
because I was talking about his work with colleagues in the Writing Center, and they 
recognized it.  It turned out that several tutors had worked with this student.  One more 
word:  I worked with more students than the records show, simply because I lost/forgot 
my password to the recordkeeping system. Lame but true. 
 
Service.  Within the department, I have chaired—loosely—the Five-Year Plan committee 
for several years.  While this committee has really taken off recently with the efforts of 
Andrea Malouf and Jennifer Ritter, as well as numerous others on their respective 
subcommittees, I believe that the most important thing I have contributed is the idea that 
we should be planning ahead, thinking about our future as a department, and using those 
plans to think about our new hires, curriculum development, our department mission, and 
so on.  I would not want to overstate my role, but I believe I have made a valuable 
contribution there. 
 
Also within the department, I have served as the course leader of English 2010.  I am 
very proud of this service, which has involved the collaborative efforts of many people, 
including Jason Pickavance, Jennifer Courtney, Brittany Stephenson, Clyda Rae 
Blackburn, Melissa Helquist, and Louise Bown.  I have also worked closely with Ron 
Christiansen in a number of ways, including the planning of part-time faculty fora, 
ongoing conversations about the directions of the two major composition courses, 
development of the course leader position descriptions, and development of a 
departmental Part-Time Faculty Contact/Mentoring protocol.  I believe that the work the 
course leaders, myself included, have done has made the work and role of adjunct faculty 
more visible, as well as clarified what we as a department need to do to support and 
evaluate that work.  It has created a rational basis for doing so, and helped us as a 



department think about the resources, including man/woman hours, for doing this 
essential work.  I believe also that the English Department’s course leader model has 
become widely known in the College as a whole, and that model will continue to play an 
important role in the College’s plans and policies for supporting, mentoring, and 
evaluating adjunct faculty. 
 
One important evidence of my own work with English 2010 is the report on the 
assessment project we carried out in the Spring of 06.  That report is here.  The 2010 
committee also carried out another assessment project just before this semester.  I am still 
writing that report.  Some of my reports to the department about the work of the 2010 
committee are linked on the “Service” page of this site.  You can find the 2010 Edublogs 
website, which I have maintained, here (many thanks to Jason Pickavance for finding 
Edublogs, for setting up the site, and for helping me navigate it initially). 
 
My college service includes participation on a number of committees—the Policy 
Coordination committee, the Curriculum committee, and the PGFE committee. I would 
like to focus on the last of those as my most significant College service during the period 
for this review.  As you know, our most recent accreditation (in the report after the first 
major visit of the team) highlighted significant problems with our faculty evaluation 
process, including the lack of multiple indicators, problems with post-tenure review, and 
no written plan for evaluating adjunct faculty.  As a part of my work with the APAFT 
committee in previous years, I had attended a short workshop on building a 
comprehensive faculty evaluation model.  We presented this idea to then-President Lynn 
Cundiff, with the idea that an infusion of money for some kind of merit pay would 
enhance enthusiasm for a new, more rigorous model among the faculty.  For a variety of 
reasons, the project stalled.  Our accreditors’ concern about this matter revived the 
institution’s attention to the model.  Because I had some investment in the work I had 
already done, I reentered the conversation at the invitation of the chair of the PGFE 
committee at the time, Marlene Bacon.  In what can only be described as a singularly 
bull-headed and bossy manner, I brought the model the APAFT committee had worked 
on back to the table, and in an extremely compressed timeframe, worked collaboratively 
with the PGFE committee (T.C. Stuwe, Marlene Bacon, Lee Brinton, Alena Balmforth, 
John Anjewierden, Helen Cox, Richard Hemingway, and others) to involve the faculty in 
developing the new process, with frequent reports and consistent, regular solicitations for 
their feedback.   
 
The result of this work is a new faculty evaluation model that is in its third year of 
implementation.  I wrote reports, solicited feedback, made many presentations to various 
groups, worked with administrative councils, and substantially wrote the guidelines and 
instructions.  I don’t want to overstate my role, because it was a role, and many others 
took significant part in this effort, but I do believe that I made a constitutive contribution 
to this effort. 
 
I am proud of the process we used to do this work, which was highly collaborative, 
transparent, and responsive to all constituent feedback.  That continues to be the case.  I 
am also proud of the work overall.  One thing I have learned in my work on policies and 



procedures at the College over the years—whatever work you put into such matters, 
ultimately, the policy or procedure you’ve worked on today will become tomorrow’s 
problem, a hated bureaucratic snarl.  That doesn’t mean the work isn’t worth doing, 
though.  In fact, continuing to take up and improve our own policies and procedures is a 
part of the life of an institution.  I have spent a significant part of my own service to the 
institution in these efforts, and I am proud of that work.   
 
The instructions document for the faculty evaluation model is on the FTLC website; 
unfortunately, I cannot get the link on the FTLC site to work, so I’ve uploaded the most 
recent version to the “Service” page of this site. 
 
Professional Development.  I have added a number of skills to my personal repertoire, 
including the online teaching platforms listed above, as well as learning to use 
DreamWeaver, the Adobe Creative Suite (although there’s plenty still to learn here), 
Articulate, and Camtasia.  I developed a personal website, using the coursedocs space, 
which houses teaching materials, student publications, my C.V., notes from conferences, 
and other small multimedia experiments.  For instance, I made a hypertext poem, which 
you can view and construct interactively here.  I would like to thank both Jason 
Pickavance and Clint Gardner for their help along the way with this website. 
 
I have attended several conferences in the last three years, including CCC 2006 and AWP 
2005-2008.  Although I have not been perfect at this, I have published my notes from 
several of these conferences here. 
 
I presented at CCCC 2006 (see a snarky response to my presentation here).  I presented 
with Stephen Ruffus at the WDHE (Writing Development in Higher Education) 
Conference in Milton Keynes, England in May of 2006.  Our presentation was called 
“Writing In and Beyond the Disciplines: Genre, Exigency, and Situation.”  
 
This past year, Ron Christiansen and I have written a paper which we are submitting to 
TETYC, entitled “’Who will be the inventors?  Why not us?’: Writing and Assessing 
Multimodal Compositions in the Community College Classroom.”  See the most recent 
draft of this paper linked to the “Professional Development” page of this site.  We 
originally wrote the paper for a projected collection; our draft was ultimately turned 
down for that project, but we have decided to seek a home for it elsewhere.   
 
Finally, I continue to write poems and seek to publish them.  I have had work published 
in Caketrain and Hunger Mountain Review recently; my manuscript Hymn has placed as 
a finalist or semifinalist in several competitions, most recently the Brittingham/Pollak 
Prize (University of Wisconsin Press). And I have had my work rejected by some of the 
finest magazines and journals in the nation.  Let me know if you’d like to see the 
rejection slips. 
 


