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Five Year Program Review 
Weber State University 
Undergraduate English 

03/16-17/2016 
 

 
Reviewers: 
• External Reviewers 

o Nancy Ciccone, Professor of English and Department Chair, University of Colorado, 
Denver 

o Richard Harp, Professor of English, Director of Composition, University of Nevada, Las 
Vegas 

• Internal Reviewers 
o Doris Geide-Stevenson, Professor of Economics and Department Chair 
o Tom Mathews, Professor of Spanish 

 
Program Description:  
 
The Department of English is one of the largest departments at Weber State University, with 37 full-time 
faculty members, 3 full-time staff and 88 adjuncts. The department offers classes in fall, spring and summer 
semesters. These encompass a full suite of programs, including a Master of Arts Degree in English, a 
Bachelor of Arts in English, a Bachelor of Arts in English Teaching, an English Teaching Minor, a 
Professional and Technical Writing Minor, an emphasis in Professional and Technical Writing, a 
Professional and Technical Writing Institutional Certificate, an English minor, a Linguistics Minor, a Creative 
Writing Emphasis, a Bachelor of Integrated Studies degree in English, and English Departmental Honors. 
The English Department also participates in the Asian Studies and Environmental Studies Minor Programs, 
and teaches ESL classes. Many faculty also teach in the University’s Honors Program and broadly for the 
Bachelor in Integrated Studies Program. 
 
The Department is also home to the Developmental English program, which annually serves over 900 
students in nearly 50 sections, and to the Composition Program, offering state-mandated English 1010 and 
English 2010 courses. Annually, the composition program offers over 330 sections and serves over 6000 
students. The department also serves the university by offering roughly one dozen general education 
literature and creative writing courses per semester.  
 
Additionally, the Department oversees, in conjunction with Continuing Education, 50 Concurrent Enrollment 
Sections of English 1010 in area high schools. Beginning Spring 2016, English 2010 will also be provided 
as a Concurrent Enrollment option in area high schools. 
 
The Department publishes Weber: The Contemporary West, a professional interdisciplinary humanities 
journal with an international scope, Metaphor, a student-run literary journal under the supervision of a 
faculty advisor, as well as Aelerus, a journal overseen by the Master of Arts in English Program. The 
Department is home to the National Undergraduate Literature Conference, now in its 31st year. The event 
attracts students from across the country and hosts nationally and internationally-known major literary 
figures. As such, the department is actively engaged in encouraging and supporting undergraduate 
research. 



Data Form: Faculty, student, and financial data for the past five years. 
 
 
R411 Data Table 
      
Department  or Unit—English Language and 
Literature 

 

 Year Year Year Year Year 
 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 
      
Faculty      
      Headcount 96 92 98 102 100 
      With Doctoral Degrees (Including MFA and other 
terminal degrees, as specified by the institution) 

27 24 25 27 31 

            Full-time Tenured 24 23 23 23 23 
            Full-time Non-Tenured  1 1 2 3 4 
            Part-time 2 0 0 1 4 
      
      With Master’s Degrees 69 68 68 69 65 
            Full-time Tenured 0 0 0 0 0 
            Full-time Non-Tenured 14 13 13 14 10 
            Part-time 55 53 55 55 55 
      
      With Bachelor’s Degrees 0 2 5 6 12 
            Full-time Tenured 0 0 0 0 0 
            Full-time Non-Tenured 0 0 0 0 0 
            Part-time (TAs) 0 2 5 6 12 
      
      Other      
            Full-time Tenured      
            Full-time Non-Tenured      
            Part-time      
Total Headcount Faculty 96 92 98 102 108 
            Full-time Tenured 24 23 23 23 23 
            Full-time Non-Tenured 15 14 15 17 14 
            Part-time 57 55 60 62 71 
      
      FTE (A-1/S-11/Cost Study Definition)      
            Full-time (Salaried) 29.13 31.79 31.83 31.62 32.88 
            Teaching Assistants      
            Part-time (May include TAs) 28.08 32.08 32.93 32.00 33.14 
Total Faculty FTE 57.21 63.87 64.76 63.62 66.02 
 
 

     

Number of Graduates       



            Certificates 0 0 10 8 5 
            Associate Degrees - - - - - 
            Bachelor’s Degrees 80 87 70 75 67 
            Master’s Degrees (separate review) - - - - - 
            Doctoral Degrees n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
      
Number of Students—(Data Based on Fall Third 
Week) 

     

            Total # of Declared Majors 474 471 451 389 371 
            Total Department FTE* 1431.47 1273.93 1218.20 1198.20 1158.17 
            Total Department SCH* 42,944 38,218 36,546 35,946 34,745 
*Per Department Designator Prefix      
      
            Student FTE per Total Faculty FTE 25.02 19.95 18.81 18.83 17.54 
      
Cost      (Cost Study Definitions)       
             Direct Instructional Expenditures      
             Cost Per Student FTE 1830.00 2043.00 2358.00 2294.00 2314.00 
      
Funding      
            Appropriated Fund 2,579,033 2,556,331 2,835,750 2,717,154 2,644,200 
            Other:      
                Special Legislative Appropriation      
                Grants of Contracts 30,641 41,735 11,951 13,251 29,764 
                Special Fees/Differential Tuition 9,386 4,691 24,828 18,628 5,826 
            Total 2,619,060 2,602,757 2,872,529 2,749,033 2,679,790 
  
Program Assessment: 
Standard A: Mission Statement 
Strengths 

• Clear and concise mission statement that articulates the department’s emphasis on the study of 
language and literature. 

Concerns 
• No concerns identified. 

Consideration 
• The statement might be revised to include the various programs within the department and how 

they contribute to the skills mentioned in the statement. 
Faculty response – In April 2016 the department approved a new positioning statement that can be 
used in 2016-17 to revisit the department’s mission. 
 

Standard B: Curriculum 
Strengths 

• Curriculum is the result of a careful planning process at program and department level. 
• There are majors and minors in each area of study. 



• Major courses are offered in regular rotation and service courses consistently available in all areas 
with flexible (multiple campuses, online, and concurrent) scheduling. 

• There exists a successful, uniform approach to English 1010. 
Concerns 

• Faculty and students expressed concern over the Composition Program’s curriculum. 
o The extent of curricular flexibility for individual courses. 
o The new technology intensive concurrent enrollment (TICE) protocol, its implementations 

and goals. This format is not necessarily embraced by full-time faculty, who would like 
more autonomy in their approach. 

• Removing the stigma of special labeling (in this case, developmental English) for students with low 
placement scores increases those students’ chances of advancing to graduation. (restated – 
Labeling students with low placement scores as ‘developmental’ imposes a stigma upon those 
students that impedes their chances of advancing to graduation.) 

Recommendations 
• Rethink the structure of the Composition Program, using a more inclusive decision-making process 

that helps the department recruit majors and at the same time fulfill the general education mission. 
The general curriculum should be comparable on campus and in concurrent enrollment whether 
taught by tenure-track, full-time, or adjunct faculty. 
Faculty response: the department chair will be working with the Interim Director of Composition and 
the Interim Assistant Director of Composition to better communicate the goals, course structures, 
and service that the Composition program provides to the University. 

• Consider combining the developmental curriculum and English 1010 in a single 1000-level “stretch” 
course allowing enthusiastic students to take a sequence of two classes with the same classmates 
and instructor for two semesters. 
Faculty response: Currently the department is developing a new placement matrix with support 
from WSU’s Institutional Research Office that uses high school GPA and ACT scores to better 
place students into Developmental courses, English 1010 and English 2010. This process may 
lead us to benchmark our success rates in the developmental classes with those at other peer 
institutions in order to see if our current developmental course structure most effectively serves 
students. Depending on input from Developmental faculty, the department may want to try an 
experimental two-semester course sequence. 

 
Standard C: Student Learning Outcomes and Assessment 
Strengths 

• Substantial efforts have been initiated to address previous review recommendations. An outcomes 
assessment was completed in 2015 with plans in place to collect additional data. Learning 
outcomes are explicitly geared to curricular offerings and to the incremental level of building skills. 
Evidence exists that the faculty are being apprised of the outcomes and are making adjustments. 

• The program illustrated an example of curricular change based upon national trends away from 
historical coverage and toward focused courses. 

Concerns 
• There is currently no uniformity in administering Student Course Evaluations. 

Faculty response: It is uncertain whether this is, in fact, the case. The Department follows the 
guidelines found in the PPM. If by uniformity what is meant is that given that Student Course 
Evaluations are now all online, we have lower participation rates, that would be true. Staff from the 



Office of Institutional Effectiveness have indicated that the N’s for most classes are still statistically 
valid. 

• Establishing and communicating goals and processes to a department with several programs that 
have different outcomes is challenging. Some faculty express concern about the way outcome 
assessments are collected and the value of this assessment. 

Recommendations 
• Conversation with department faculty and within programs may help define the purpose of program 

and course assessment and increase participation. 
Faculty response: The faculty have been working on this all year and will continue to work on it. 
 

Standard D: Academic Advising 
Strengths 

• The current process of advising establishes a rapport that can be duplicated in few other ways, 
cultivating student success and future donors. 

Recommendation 
• The next step for the program is to connect with career advising at the college level. 

Faculty response: the faculty has recently established an internship class and will use this class to 
help place students into appropriate opportunities. We continue to recognize the need for better 
connecting our students and graduates with the job market. 
The Office of the Dean, in consulation with Department Chairs, has had several discussions on this 
topic. Work is ongoing.  

 
Standard E: Faculty 
Strengths 

• The department has qualified faculty who teach interesting and engaging classes. 
• Highly engaged full-time instructors take on responsibilities within the department and the 

university. Many of these full-time instructors and adjunct faculty have served the university for 
many years and their length of tenure speaks to a consistency of the instruction that is not always 
possible at other universities. 

• The department has started several initiatives that have the potential to improve morale; notably a 
more transparent decision making process that relies exclusively on full department votes on 
virtually every major decision. 

Concerns 
• Racial and gender diversity with the faculty staff is lacking. 
• There is concern about the retention of junior faculty. 
• There appears to be some mismatch in appropriately aligning service activities with respect to 

faculty rank. Some full-time instructors are directing programs or serving on university committees 
while some tenured faculty seem less engaged. This is further complicated by high teaching loads 
for faculty at all ranks. 

• Release time is only occasionally used to support scholarship and to improve teaching, while 
almost exclusively used to provide service to the department or college. These priorities should be 
realized given the requirement of scholarship for tenure, promotion, and the Post Tenure Plan. 

• Concern about a lack of transparency regarding salaries is evident, as is a lack of any policy 
regarding spousal hires. 

  



Recommendations 
• The 4/4 teaching load needs to be reduced if research is to be valued and if the department is to 

develop. A goal of 3/3 for the department would be appropriate. 
Faculty response: teaching load guidelines come from the Board of Regents and currently are not 
subject to change. However, the department could establish faculty development awards within the 
undergraduate program that would be competitively awarded, similar to those created in the 
masters program. One award could be exclusively for contract faculty to develop a new course, 
one could be for tenure-track faculty to develop a new course, and the third could be a research 
award. 

• Consider the job security of instructors, hopefully with a move to longer term contracts. 
Faculty response: In 2015-16 the Chair met with contract faculty (instructors) for feedback. A main 
concern was that year-to-year contracts provide very little job security. The PPM permits for longer-
term contracts. This concern was taken by the Chair to the other Arts & Humanities Chairs, from 
where it moved to Dean’s Council. No response has been forthcoming, but the university will need 
to render a decision if any changes are to be made. 

• Continue to develop effective practices to mentor junior faculty. Mentoring groups may be more 
effective than one-on-one assigned mentors. 

• Rethink the “Teaching College Writing” course for new instructors and graduate teaching 
assistants. It might be more practically oriented, both in terms of pedagogical suggestions and of 
classroom management. 

 
Standard F: Support 
Strengths 

• The department has good long-term staff support. 
• There is strong support from the college with respect to marketing. 
• The university and college have provided superb facilities, especially the department office. 

Recommendations 
• Staff has asked for development opportunities external to those provided by the University. 

Faculty response: the Chair will encourage staff to attend one relevant professional development 
conference each year. 

 
Standard G: Relationships with External Communities 
Strengths 

• The department interacts with the community in a wide variety of ways, which include a robust 
concurrent enrollment program, coordination with the College of Education, the National 
Undergraduate Literature Conference, the Wasatch Range Writing Project, and various 
publications. 

(Not a) Concern 
• Lack of an external advisory committee is not a concern given the history of the department and 

activities the new chair is undertaking. 
 

Standard H: Results of previous reviews 
Strengths 

• Stubstantial efforts have been made to address previous review recommendations. 



• A review of outcomes was completed in 2015 (this is stated as ‘an outcomes assessment’ in the 
document; I believe the intentional re-wording here is more accurate). Plans are in place to collect 
additional data and disseminate results. 

Concerns 
• The issue of pre-requisites has been addressed and valiant efforts have been made to modify the 

pathways for students. This is a double-edged sword that may prevent some students from 
enrolling in required courses. How students progress through the curricula is probably best left with 
advisors rather than enrollment policy. 

• There has been a dramatic decline in enrollments, particularly within some programs, over the past 
several years. 
Faculty response: the incoming chair made recruitment and retention the number one priority for 
2015-16. This is expected to continue in 2016-17. 

Recommendations 
• The committee recommends the adoption of a set of departmental bylaws. Both process of writing 

and adopting bylaws should be a departmental-wide effort. 
Faculty response: the chair worked extensively on policy during 2015-16, and completed policy 
documents pertaining to scheduling, course cancellation, travel, job descriptions, process for 
electing faculty for leadership positions within the department, and more.  

• Gather the CVs of all department faculty and make them available in future outside reviews of the 
department. 
Faculty response: the Office of the Chair will work in concert with the Department’s marketing 
liaison and the College Marketing Director to accomplish this. 
 

Other general recommendations 
• Consider acquiring a career services advisor at the college level. 

Faculty response: this was discussed extensively during 2015/16 with all of the College’s chairs. 
Work is ongoing. 

• Consider a reduced teaching load for faculty teaching in the masters program and others who are 
required to engage in regular scholarship. 
Faculty response: teaching load guidelines are established by the Board of Regents and are not 
subject to change. 

• Consider limiting the amount of service performed by contract faculty. Any service commitment 
from untenured faculty needs to be explicitly rewarded and appropriate to their non-tenured status, 
education, and experience. 
Faculty response: most contract faculty have expressed great interest to the Chair in performing 
service on behalf of the department, college, and university. These faculty appreciate the 
opportunities for professional develoment and enjoy helping improve the department. However, the 
department will be distributing an anonymous survey to all contract faculty asking questions about 
their service obligations/interest and the question of exploitation. Results will be shared with the 
department. 

• Provide a budget for the Composition Program. 
Faculty response: The Chair has requested funding from the Office of the Provost for a 3-year 
period, but was told that “ongoing support funds associated with coursework in individual 
departments need to come from the departments or the college. The Chair will request funding 
from the college for 2016-17. 



• Consider reducing the frequency of faculty reviews; they likely constitute an inefficient use of 
faculty time and department resources. Reviews could be staggered or could alternate between 
brief statements or form and more thorough reviews. 
Faculty response: the Chair agrees 100%. These reviews consume significant faculty time in a 
large department. However, such changes would need to be initiated at the College or University 
level. Contract faculty reviews are staggered. 

• Review adjunct faculty on a more regular and consistent basis. 
Faculty response: adjunct Graduate Teaching Assistants are observed and evaluated twice each 
semester. Because so many of the adjunct faculty are former TAs, the department has the most 
observed and evaluated group of adjuncts in the history of the department. 
Adjunct observations are scheduled, but the process is extremely time-consuming and it is difficult 
to observe a large number of adjuncts. This is due, in part, to the number of observations of the 
TAs. 

 
Institution’s Response: 
 
Faculty response – for ease of reading, faculty responses to program strengths, concerns, and 
recommendations are embedded in the section above. 
 
Dean response 
 
Scott M. Sprenger  
Lindquist College of Arts and Humanities 
 
The following is the Dean’s Response to 2015-16 Board of Regents Program Review of the English 
Department at Weber State University. I have reviewed all of the available materials, including the English 
Department Self-Study, the Evaluation Team Report and the Department Response. I want to thank Hal 
Crimmel and his colleagues for their thorough Self-Study as well as the Evaluation Team for their valuable 
report. In my response, I concur with most of points made in the Department Response to the Evaluation 
Team Report, but I also raise a few new questions and areas of concern. 
 
Standard A – Mission Statement  
I appreciate the concision and clarity of the department’s mission statement, especially as it is embodied 
later in two, extremely succinct learning outcomes.  
 
Standard B: Curriculum  
I agree with the faculty comments that there should be some (but not too much) flexibility in the writing 
course curriculum, especially at the 2010 level. There are many ways to build that in. One could imagine, 
for example, developing 3 or 4 different course models, inflected by a writing-in-the-disciplines approach 
and which would accomplish two things: it would better serve students across campus who need and want 
to learn to write in their chosen fields and it would provide potential variety for faculty members. The 
concern for unity and common standards across sections could be achieved via common learning 
outcomes and rigorous assessment of learning. The work done over the last few years, led by former WSU 
Composition Director Dr. Scott Rogers, to develop the TICE 2010 curriculum in collaboration with other 
state-supported schools, has provided one such model for a 2010 class now being used both at WSU and 
in area high schools where WSU supervises concurrent enrollment classes. 



 
I agree with the review team that placement below 1010 can sometimes become demoralizing for students, 
and that a stretch or jumbo solution might be tested on a limited basis. I am curious to learn more about 
this. 
 
Two questions related to the 22% decline in English majors: 1) Is it possible that recruitment for the English 
major is tied to an overuse of adjunct faculty in lower division courses? 2) Are there other curricular issues 
that might be discouraging students to complete a major? 
 
Standard C: Student Learning Outcomes and Assessment  
The phrase: "Evidence exists that the faculty are being apprised of the outcomes” is somewhat surprising. 
Does this mean that faculty are not required to use learning outcomes in the syllabus and/or the 
assessment of writing? 
 
As I mentioned above: the departmental outcomes are clear and elegant. I think, however, that there are 
too many outcomes (up to 10?) in the program areas. Assessing 10 outcomes is an onerous and 
unnecessary task. These could be rethought and condensed. 
 
One of the evaluators expressed concern over a lack of uniformity in teaching evaluations. Is this true? 
Going forward I think it would be very helpful to design and develop common evaluations based on learning 
outcomes so that assessment is built into an existing process. 
 
Standard D: Academic Advising  
I commend the department and advising office for strong academic advising and agree wholeheartedly with 
the idea of developing career advising at the college level. This is an action-item at the top of my to-do list.  
 
Standard E: Faculty  
As a newcomer to Weber State University, I instinctively share some of the external evaluators’ concerns 
about faculty teaching loads. I feel that Hal Crimmel addresses these concerns convincingly. I also think 
that over the longer term we will need to find solutions that relieve teaching pressures in order to reward 
scholarly activity and to ensure retention of our young faculty members. 
 
As for the mention of a “mismatch” between service assignments and faculty status or rank (e.g., the idea 
that contract faculty should not be doing major service assignments), I also agree with Hal Crimmel: we 
need to do our best to share service assignments with qualified and willing contract faculty. Reserving such 
service only for tenure-line faculty does two things: it creates a feeling of a caste system and it puts a heavy 
burden on tenure-line faculty who at the same time are seeking relief for research. One of my goals as 
dean is to create more reassigned time for research and faculty development.  
 
Standard F: Program Support  
I too fully support professional development, including staff attendance at professional conferences. 
 
Standard H: Program Summary  
Although the data show a decline in overall English majors over the past five years, that fact is stated late in 
the document, and in the context of a pre-requisite issue. Given the contiguity, am I to conclude that the 
reviewers and/or department members feel that pre-requisites are driving students away from the English 



major? It’s not clear. I am happy to see that Chair Crimmel has put an inquiry into retention issues on the 
agenda for the coming year. 
 
General recommendations:  
I agree with the evaluators that there are too many faculty reviews and that these could be streamlined. As 
an example: perhaps the normal annual faculty review in the second year could stand in for a formal 
second-year review? 
 
I agree that assessment should be used more strategically to figure out why we are losing students. 
 
I agree that we need to amplify the career component of advising at the departmental and college levels. 
 
I share the concern (if true) over the lack of uniformity in teaching evaluations. I think that these would be 
most effective if “assessment-based.” 
 
I would like to work with the Chair to find a better way to design longer contracts for instructors. 
 
Sincerely,  
Scott Sprenger 
Dean, Telitha E Lindquist College of Arts & Humanities 
 
Institutional Program Review Committee Response 
 
Date: September 22, 2016 
Present: Madonne Miner – Provost, Eric Amsel – Associate Provost, Marek Matyjasik – Faculty 
Senate Vice-Chair, Fred Chiou, Gary Johnson, Kathy Newton, Nicole Beatty, Pamela Payne, 
Sarah Steimel, Gail Niklason – Office of Institutional Effectiveness 
 
Doris Geide-Stevenson, Faculty Senate Chair was recused from the presentation because she 
was an internal reviewer for the department. 
 
Guests: Hal Crimmel – Department Chair, Scott Sprenger, Dean of the Telitha E Lindquist 
College of Arts & Humanities 
 
The Program Review Committee designated the undergraduate degree in English Language & 
Literature as a strong program with a few issues that need to be addressed. The committee has 
requested that the department review the following concerns and recommendations and 
formally address the committee in a progress report in two years, in the fall of 2018. 

Concerns and recommendations 

1) In response to issues of declining enrollment and SCH generation in the program, 
please report back on program initiatives around retention and recruitment of students. 

2) The department faculty are encouraged to engender a broader discussion of curricular 
innovation. A deeper and more comprehensive core set of common, unified outcomes 
across the 4 programs (other than the two listed on p. 13) would be one way to initiate 
the kinds of innovative discussions about curriculum.   



3) Continued progress on assessing student learning is critical. A concrete plan for 
collecting and analyzing data should be in place and operational. General Education 
course renewal for both Humanities and Creative Arts occurs in the fall of 2017. That 
renewal process requires at least two semesters of data (collected, analyzed, acted 
upon) for consideration. There has been no assessment data submitted for most HU and 
CA courses from the EL&L program and those courses have the potential to be placed 
on Gen Ed probation. This could further exacerbate the issues of SCH generation. 

4) The committee is very interested in following the department’s efforts at implementing a 
‘different’ teaching load. A report on the plan as well as intended outcomes of the 
change should be made. Information on funding and sustainability of the plan should be 
included. 

The committee acknowledged both the size and complexity of the English Language & 
Literature program. The program faculty’s support of full-time instructor and adjunct faculty is 
noted as commendable as are the strides made by the new department chair to support 
transparency in departmental governance and communication. 
 
It is expected that the Department of English Language & Literature complete their next 
program review in five years during the 2020/21 program review cycle. 


